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MONDAY, APRIL 4, 1955 


Unrrep Strates SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
ComMMITTEE OF INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Boise and Lewiston, Idaho. 


The subeommittee met at 9 a. m., in the auditorium at Boise Junior 
College, Senator James E. Murray, of Montana, chairman of the com 
mittee, presiding. 

Present: Senator Murray, Senator Watkins, of Utah, Senator 
Dworshak, of Idaho, Senator Welker, of Idaho, Senator Barrett, of 
Wyoming, Senator Morse, of Oregon; Representative Sisk, of Cali 
fornia, and Representative Pfost, of Idaho. 

Also present: Richard L. Callaghan, chief clerk, M. C. Mapes, coun- 
sel, Goodrich W. Lineweaver, staff member, Elmer K. Nelson, consult- 
ing engineer, of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs ; 
George Abbott, counsel, and Sidney McFarland, consulting engineer, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Senator Murray. This hearing will come to order, please. I want 
to say that I am delighted to be here this morning. It 1s a great pleas- 
ure to me to visit your capital city of this great State to open these 
hearings on Senate bill 1333 to authorize Federal construction of 
another great multipurpose dam and powerplant in the Pacific North- 
west. (The bill and Interior Department report appear on p. 388.) 
These hearings were originally requested by proponents of the Hells 
Canyon bill to be held at Lewiston, Idaho, Pasco, Wash., and Portland, 
Oreg. They desired that we get the feeling of the people at the grass- 
roots both for and against the project. The distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Idaho, Mr. Dworshak, a member of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, suggested that it would be appropriate to 
open the hearings in Boise this morning. 

Senator Anderson, of New Mexico, chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation, agreed to this procedure. Unfor 
tunately, Senator Anderson will not be here this morning. I spoke 
to him a few days before leaving Washington and he told me that some 
matters turned up in his State that made it impossible for him to ap 
pear at the hearings. 

Following the hearing this morning, we will travel by plane to 
Lewiston, Idaho, flying over the Hells Canyon Dam site en route. 

I assure you that before the committee completes consideration of 
Senate bill 1833, full opportunity will be given all parties to be heard 
either in the field or in Washington. Any person desiring to submit 
written statements can do so at any time by forwarding them to the 
committee. We will see that it is made a part of the record. 
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The Hells Canyon bill was sponsored in the United States Senate by 
30 Senators from all sections of the country. Two outstanding Repub 
licans joined in proposing that Congress shall continue the march of 
progress to conserve for use and development the great water resources 
of the West to aid industry and irrigation. No similar bill in my 
21 years in the United States Senate has had such widespread, earnest 
sponsorship. 

That sponsorship reflects nationwide recognition of the Govern- 
ment’s responsibility for carrying on the forward-looking, progres 
sive nonpartisan program of multipurpose dam construction. The 
country knows what great contributions have been made to our na 
tional defense and economic welfare by great multiple-purpose 
projects like Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Shasta, Hungry Horse, and 
Hoover. All of these multipurpose projects have turned waters here 
tofore wasting to the sea into productive channels creating vast sup 
plies of low-cost electric power for comprehensive industry and agri- 
cultural development. These projects have contributed to the tre- 
mendous growth and strength of our country during the last two 
decades, making the greatest industrial power on earth. These dams 
and public powerpl: ints have created and maintained extensive 
markets for American products and the reimbursable costs of these 
great structures are being returned to the Federal Treasury. Despite 
this indisputable record of public service by Federal EP ErD oe 
dams and abies powerplants, we find powerful interests in the Nation 
seeking to destroy this multipurpose program. 

Our colleague, Senator Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee 
has had close contact with the move to discredit and destroy these 
great multiple-purpose programs. 

As chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, he has had 
occasion to become familiar with the efforts to undermine and weaken 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. Similar efforts are being made in 
every section of the country where it may be possible to weaken and 
destroy the program of public power development which has brought 
about such vast economic growth and prosperity, while at the same 
time solving the problems of flood control and resource development. 
In the case of Hells Canyon, we find the present distinguished Secre- 
tary of the Interior using his position to block these developments. 

These hearings are intended to give the people of the grassroots of 
this area an opportunity to express their views on Hells C anyon and 
make it possible for the Congress to protect the rights of the people 
to have their own resources developed in a manner which will be to 
the best interests and welfare of the people and the Nation. These 
hearings will give the people of this section an opportunity to speak 
up before it is too late and thus save a project which will mean so much 
to the future growth and prosperity of the Northwest. 

I would like to point out here that I have requested the cosponsors 
of the Hells Canyon bill to join with me in requesting that the Fed- 
eral Power Commission suspend any further action on the applica- 
tion of the Idaho Power Co. to build three low-head dams in the 
Hells Canyon area until Congress has had an opportunity to act on 
the pending legislation. This committee has a clear duty to evaluate 
the technical and engineering material on the proposed Federal Hells 
Canyon project, in order to arrive at a decision respecting its feasi- 
bility, the adequacy of the water supply and all other factors. 
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lo accomplish these purposes and at the same time to eliminate 

iny duplication of testimony by expert witnesses who have covered 
ull possible tee hnical facets of the matter, the committee will include 
by reference in the records of these hearings, the entire range of the 
transcript and other material gathered during the course of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission proc eedings In connection with the applica 
tion for the project licenses in the Hells Canyon area by the I ike 
Power Co. It will also include by reference, or in full, all pertinent 
data presented by witnesses during the hearings in the 82d Congress 
before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on 
H. R. 5743, a bill to authorize the Hells Canyon project. Other perti- 
ent data in the form of reports, documents, and so on will be included 
n the record by reference. The text of S. 1333 and reports of the De- 
partment of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget will be 
serted in the record when hearings are held in Washington, D. ( 

| am sure this procedure will contribute to orderly and expeditious 
iandling of this legislation and will meet with general approval. As 
[ have indicated, the major purpose of the hearings this week in 
Idaho, Washington, and Oregon is to determine the interests and views 
of the people of the Pacific Northwest in the Hells Canyon project. 
With that outline of the problems before this committee, I take pleas- 
ure now in presenting to you my colleagues from the Senate and the 
House who are here to participate in this meeting. 

We have with us the distinguished senior Senator from Utah, Mr. 
Watkins; the distinguished senior Senator from Idaho, Mr. Dwor 
shak; the distinguished senior Senator from Wyoming, Mr. Barrett; 
the distinguished senior Senator from Oregon, Mr. Morse; and the 
distinguished junior Senator from Idaho, Mr. Welker. We have also 
with us here Congresswoman Gracie Pfost, of Idaho; and Congress 
man Sisk, of California. We will now proceed to call the witnesses 

The first witness this morning will be the Honorable Robert EF. 
Smylie, Governor of Idaho. Governor Smylie, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. SMYLIE, GOVERNOR OF IDAHO 


Governor Smyuize. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the Committee, 
distinguished guests, as Governor of Idaho I desire to utilize this op 
portunity first to welcome the members of your committee and the 
other senators and congressmen to our State. I hope in the course 
of your brief visit here that you will sense some of the ferment and 
driving vigor of the people and economy of this intermountain 
country. 

[ shall hurry on this morning for two reasons. First I desire that 
no one deprive you of the opportunity to hear the voice of the people 
of the Snake River Basin. Sec ondly, notification of your hearing 

came to me late last Friday afternoon and preparation of a searching 

technical paper on the proposal which you consider was a virtual im- 
possibility. Only by changing my schedule do I find it possible to be 
here at all. 

Each time I cross the Snake River Basin I become ever more proud 
to be a resident of a land that was made to blossom by the toil and 
sweat and vision of our forefathers. 

These men were pioneers who built an empire with water—nothing 
else; water, not from boundless clouds, but from this river flowing 
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through a semiarid land. Without this river water there would 'e 
only dry, barren soil of almost no consequence. There would hardly 
be communities of people. 

They left forever the marks of empire in the dams they built and 
the canals they dug to move that precious water onto land that needed 
only a drink to make it almost the most productive land in the world, 

It was here in Southern Idaho that irrigation reached an early peal 
and showed the way for the reclamation of other lands throughout 
the arid West. 

This existing empire was built and achieved by the private doings 
of men acting individually and in concert. 

In these waters that arise in the snowfields of the Rockies lie th 
course of an ever greater empire; an empire of new land greening ir 
the sun; of hydroelectric power to breed industries and to process the 
wealth of our forests and our mines; an empire to attract people to a 
new land of opportunity. 

We are seeking—we always have been and we always will—the 
ways and means of developing, comprehensively, every drop of water 
that tumbles from the snow packs of the Snake River watershed. 
And when we have used that water, whether to help grow a potato or 
to turn a turbine, or both, then, and only then, will we willingly send 
it flowing into the canyons below Weiser to help develop still another 
empire further west. 

We shall not be selfish with our water, we shall always insist that 
the comprehensive development of the Snake River be logical, be 
orderly, and in the best interests of Idaho. We earnestly desire ar 
end to strife over these waters. All of the windy controversy that has 
swirled around the proposal now before your committee has gen 
erated no kilowatts of power. What the northwest needs is kilowatts 
and not conversation. 

And in Idaho we tire of the efforts of outsiders to foist upon us 
plans of development which have as their primary objective the 
interest of those outside this State rather than the best interests of 
Idaho and the Northwest as a whole. First and foremost we desire 
to retain and develop Idaho resources for Idaho. And we shall insist 
always that we do with Idaho water what is best for Idaho first. 

I frankly have grave doubt that the proposal now before the 
committee is seriously tendered. If that doubt has any basis in fact 
then the proposal is just a little tragic. It reopens in a nontechnical 
forum a question now duly submitted for decision to the experts 
designated by the Congress to determine these technical questions. 
Those who desire quick development of the Northwest would do better 
to prod the experts on the Federal Power Commission to a decision 
that is long overdue. A decision incidentally that will necessarily as 
a matter of law resolve the technical questions which this proposal 
once again tenders for political rather than technical discussion. 

The proposal is not new. It has been under discussion for upwards 
of 15 years. If we had been building while this project has been 
argued we would have substantial blocks of power on the line and 
available for use. Kilowatts of power eel have replaced _con- 
versation and Idaho and the Northwest would have moved ahead. 

A partnership plan of development, is not new in this State. The 
great bulk of our irrigation projects were originally constructed in 
that fashion. Individuals, groups, and companies spent their own 
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time and effort in building dams, canals and other irrigation works. 
When later, the combination of a higher degree of cultivation, and 
occasional drought years required supplemental water from large 
storage dams, these, in their turn were constructed with Federal 
funds. ‘Today our irrigation empire of 2,500,000 acres is a complex 
combination of canals and primary water rights developed by private 
funds, plus the overlying supplemental water supply derived from 
federally constructed dams. 

Many of our great storage structures were partnership affairs. 
Jackson Lake, lying in Wyoming but serving Idaho lands, was built 
approximately one-half by Federal funds and one-half by private 
funds, paid to the Government in cash by our own people as con 
struction progressed. Approximately one-half of the cost of great 
American Falls Dam was paid in cash in advance to the Govern 
ment by non-Federal canal companies and irrigation districts before 
construction began. 

We know that such a procedure reduces the intolerable burden of 
public debt upon our people. We know that such enterprises become 
a part of our tax base, and are integral parts of our tax paying com 
munity. We know that such enterprises are subject to our Constitu- 
tion and laws, and the control of our legislative and regulatory bodies. 
We have found them good citizens. We see no reason to shy away 
from future private enterprise development of undeveloped water 
resources in this Sate. 

We have flood control problems in Idaho, upon the upper reaches 
of practically all of our streams. Damages amounting to many tens 
of thousands of dollars frequently occur. We are also sympathetically 
aware of flood control problems on the lower reaches of the Columbia 
River. We know that dollars spent for flood control storage on the 
upper reaches of our streams, at points where they will protect our 
Idaho lands, serve the dual purpose of protecting us in Idaho and like- 
wise our friends on the lower Columbia. Likewise, we know that if 
ve neglect these upstream sites and spend our dollars at points where 
they protect only the lower Columbia, and totally ignore the danger 
areas upstream, we are indulging in inefficient planning. 

Also, it is obvious to all that the proper place for flood control con 
struction is on those streams where the greatest floods occur. All of 
the authorities are agreed that the Clearwater River in Idaho is the 
greatest flooder in the American reaches of the Columbia River 
system. 

[ urge that instead of indulging in the strife and controversy which 
has, in the past, and will necessarily, in the future, continue, if at 
tempts are made to provide flood control and excess storage capacity 
on the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon, that steps be taken 
immediately to authorize and appropriate for the construction of a 
large structure on the Clearwater River. There will get dual-purpose 
flood control. There also we will get the maximum amount of addi- 
tional storage water said to be required by certain downstream power 
plants. Such preconnrs will bring an end to strife and controversey, 
and forward the speedy development of our resources for the benefit 
of all. 

And the provision of storage on the Clearwater will make the dream 
of slackwater navigation to our potential seaport town of Lewiston, 


62506—55——_2 








6 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


where you will spend the afternoon, an immediate and imposingly 
beneficial proposal. 

I would also be remiss in my duties as chief executive if I did not 
state clearly, and without equivocation, that Idaho must always insist 
that every dollar of Federal money available for our State be used in 
constructing those upstream projects which will facilitate the use and 
reuse of our waters within our boundaries before they pass irrevo 
eably for use in the downstream States. Water is Idaho’s prime asset 
in the competing economics of the Northwest. Stored in the upper 
reaches. these waters will give the dual flood control advantage hereto 
fore mentioned, will be available for use and reuse in irrigation as 
they pass through the several hundred miles of our Idaho Snake 
River Basin. They will be available for use in hydroelectric produc 
tion at all of the projects throughout the length of the Snake River, as 
well as those further downstream on the Columbia. In short, their 
storage at these upper points will inevitably result in the compre 
hensive development of the river. The only way to get comprehensive 
development is by upstream storage. It cannot be satisfactorily 
achieved by storage in the middle reaches of the stream. Well realiz- 
ing that there are more proposed projects in the Columbia River 
Basin than there will be available funds for many years, and that we 
are necessarily in competition for those funds, we must insist that 
such funds as may be available to this State be used for upstream 
storage development. In no other way can our competitive interests 
be adequately served. 

We know that the logical stream development is from the head 
waters downstream. We, Idahoans, were the first to put the head 
waters to beneficial consumptive use and we demand that our right to 
these headwaters for beneficial consumptive use remain inviolate. 

There is land yet to reclaim; land which some day must be used 
to feed the Nation’s rapidly increasing population. We hope to build 
dams in Idaho for the benefit of Idaho; dams to circumvent floods on 
the plains of the mighty Snake; dams to store water for irrigation 
of more and more land: dams whose impounded water might be used 
to recharge the underground flow now serving the pump irrigators of 
central Idaho. 

I could burden you at length with a recitation of this problem, but 
you must hurry on. Briefly, what I want for Idaho from Snake River 
can be summed up in this fashion. 

First. Our existing agricultural water rights must have ironclad 
protection. 

Second. Our right to later overriding appropriation of the water 
that rises on Idaho watersheds for beneficial agricultural consumptive 
use must never be drawn in question. 

Third. In the field of hydroelectric generation of power I want 
immediate development of these resources, under plans that are irrev- 
ocably consistent with my first two stated objectives. 

The proposal now before your committee does not meet those require- 
ments and I therefore urge you to reject it swiftly and certainly. 

Let me hasten to say to you that I make no claim in this matter to 
speak for a unanimous people. You will hear from them. But let 
me also say as Governor of Idaho that it is my firm belief that at 
least 75 percent of my people agree with what I have told you. 
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I thank you warmly for your courteous attention, and with your 
leave I shall leave a copy of this statement with your reporter. 

Senator Murray. I want to thank you, Governor, for a very able 
statement. It is a pleasure for me to be here and to hear the argument 
ou have presented. I am sure every one here knows that I would 
ave no interest in proposing a program for the development of this 
dam on the Snake River except upon the basis that it is for the best 
interest and welfare of the people of the State. If the people of the 
State want that dam they are entitled to it. If they don’t want it they 
have aright tosay so. 

I have attended many hearings similar to this. We had a battle 
up in Montana for the Hungry Horse Dam. ‘That was fought off for 
a number of years. Finally it was put through and today is recog- 
nized by every citizen of Montana as of the greatest value to our State. 
\lreadvy new industries are coming into our State as a result of the 
development of that project and we think that it is a great benefit to 
the State of Montana. I want to say that we are going to have a fair, 
honest and open hearing here in this matter but we must hasten along, 
of course, because we are limited in time. Any citizen of the State 
of Idaho, who isn’t here today, who wishes to submit a statement on 
this matter may mail it to me in Washington and it will be incer- 
porated in the record as a part of these proceedings. Now I think at 
this time it would be proper for us to understand what the bill before 
us is designed to do, therefore, I will ask M. C. Mapes, of the com- 

Litter ff, to read a summary of an analysis of Senate bill 1333 made 
by H. R. Stinson, formerly regional! counsel of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, who is now practicing law at Idaho Falls. Mr. Mapes will take 
the stand. 

Mr. Mapes. I read first a telegram from the chairman of the Sen 
ite Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to Mr. Stinson. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows:) 


sta 


As chairman of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs I request 
our presence at the opening hearing at Boise, Idaho, Monday morning, April 
4, on 8S. 1833 to authorize Hells Canyon Dam project. You are scheduled to be 
the first witness. Not as an advocate unless you so desire, but to present a 
factual analysis of the bill particularly with reference to these points: (1) The 
protection of upstream water rights on the Snake River provided in the bill; (2) 
the allocation of power to Idaho; (3) the prospect or assurance of financial aid 
to future irrigation developments in the Snake River Valley in Idaho; (4) if full 
protection of water rights present and future and assurances for financial aid 
to irrigation, are not spelled out in the bill, please be prepared to suggest amend 
ments on these or other essential points. Your long and intimate association 
with Snake River water problems will make your statement invaluable to the 
Committee. 

It is the committee’s intention to hold further hearings in the field or Wash- 
ington so that full expressions pro and can can be made. Because of limited time 
in Boise please have prepared statement with oral presentation highlighting main 


points. 

Do you have any further material, Mr. Mapes? 

Mr. Mapes. Mr. Stinson has been unavoidably called out of the State 
on business today. Before his departure he left a prepared statement 
of which for the sake of presentation here I have prepared a brief 
summary. I will read the summary as I prepared it from the state- 
ment by Mr. Stinson. 

Senator Murray. It is a lengthy statement ? 

Mr. Mapes. I think it is about 5 minutes, sir. This is a summary of 
Mr. Stinson’s statement. 
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Senator Murray. All right, you may proceed. 
Senator Warxkrns. It is understood is it not, that Mr. Stinson’s state 


ment will be placed in the record in full 7 ; 
Senator Murray. Yes. You think it is not necessary to read the 


statement. , 
Senator Wreiker. He is presenting, as I understand it, what lh: 


thinks Stinson said. 

Mr. Marrs. This is a brief summary of Mr. Stinson’s statement. 

Senator Weiker. And you did that. 

Mr. Mares. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weikxer. Mr. Chairman, I am a guest of your committee 
and I hope I do not impose. I think that Mr. Stinson should write out 
his summary and have it incorporated in the record, rather than by 
someone else, just as others will have to do and have it incorporated as 
part of the record, rather than having this witness give his ideas of 
what Mr. Stinson suggests. 

Senator Murray. The chairman will agree with that procedure 
The statement can be prepared by Mr. Stinson and when it is pre- 
pared mail it to me in Washington and it will be printed in the record 
in full. 

Senator Weiker. Thank you. 

Mr. Maves. Mr. Stinson’s full statement is available and will be in 
corporated in the record ¢ 

Senator Murray. Yes; it will be carried in the record. 


STATEMENT OF Howarp R. Stinson, ForMERLY REGIONAL COUNSEL OF THI 
SUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


In response to a telegraphic request from the chairman of the Senate Com 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I am submitting this statement with rs 
spect to the bill, S. 1833, for the authorization of Hells Canyon Dam that is being 
considered by your committee. My statement, according to the request, is 
directed to certain legal problems presented by the bill. 

I am not voicing an opinion on the merits of the proposed development, al 
though, from a sectional point of view, my primary interest is in the earliest 
possible development of all water potentials in the upstream areas. 


PROTECTION OF UPSTREAM WATER RIGIITS 


From the point of view of irrigation interests in the drainage area upstrean 
from the dam site, both existing and future, any major water project, which 
can make use of a substantial portion of the flow of the Snake River at or below 
the downstream or westerly edge of Idaho, poses a major problem as to possible 
encroachments on those interests. The problem is created by the project and 
its potential use of water, whether the structure be authorized under Federal! 
law as a federally financed development or as one to be licensed under Federal 
law but financed with private capital. 

The problem in the case of a Federal dam, such as the proposed Hells Canyon 
Dam, arises because of the power of the Congress over navigable streams unde! 
the commerce clause of the Federal Constitution, article 1, section 8. The Snake 
River at the Hells Canyon Dam site is within the navigable reaches of the 
Columbia River and it is interstate in character. The project under consider- 
ation is to be authorized in reliance, in part at least, on the authority of the 
Congress to deal with the navigable streams, as evidenced by section 1 of the 
proposed bill. Under Federal authority under the commerce clause, which power 
has been held by the Supreme Court of the United States to be plenary, the 
Federal Government could require that, as against future rights established 
upstream for irrigation or other consumptive uses, the flow of the stream reach 
the dam site without impairment. And in some circumstances and in the ab 
sence of a binding grant, this power of the Federal Government could be asserted 
as against upstream rights that were established before the Federal project was 
authorized. 
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The problem in the case of a federally licensed but privately financed dam 
arises primarily from the fact that under State law the doctrine of “first in 
time is first in right” extends to nonconsumptive uses such as power production 
Section 3 of article 15 of the Idaho constitution so provides, although recog 
nizing that the State may regulate and limit uses for power purposes. Unlike 
the case of the federally authorized and financed project, however, to the extent 
that the water right claimed for the licensed project was established under State 
law, that right would be subject to all valid, upstream rights that were priorly 
established. The federally licensed but privately financed project, however, 
like the federally authorized and federally financed project, is one that has as 
its basic authority the commerce clause of the Federal Constitution. 

This situation as to possible assertion by the Federal Government of plenary 
power over the navigable streams raises these questions, among others, as to 
a Federal project such as the proposed Hells Canyon Dam: (1) Has the Con- 
vress the power to legislate so as to protect both existing and future stream 
rights to the use of water’ (2) Would the provisions of S. 1333 afford ade 
quate protection of both existing and future water rights upstream? 

The answer to the first question, in my opinion, is “Yes.” 

The Supreme Court of the United States has held that the power of the 
United States under the commerce clause is plenary. The Congress has, there- 
fore, the power “to deny the privilege of construction of an obstruction in those 
[navigable] waters. It may likewise grant the privilege on terms.” United States 
vy. Appalachian Electric Power Company (311 U. 8S. 377, 420 (1940)). Parallel 
with this plenary power of the United States to deal under the commerce clause 
with navigable waters is the breadth of the power of the Congress to deal with 
Federal agencies charged with the responsibilities for the construction and oper 
ation of projects affecting navigable waters. There are not any specific consti 
tutional limitations on this power of the Congress. It follows that the Congress 
cah effectively direct and limit the activities of its Federal agencies in the carry 
ing out of these responsibilities. That was clearly established in the case of 
Gerlach Livestock Company v. The United States (339 U. S. 725 (1950) ), the 
case being considered there involved a project having among its purposes the 
improvement of navigation and controlling of floods. But the project was, by 
congressional enactment governed by section 8 of the act of June 17, 1902 (32 
Stat. 388), the section of the reclamation law dealing with the establishment 
of water rights for Federal projects under State law. The Court held there 
fore, that notwithstanding the power that the United States might have because 
the project related to a navigable stream, the United States was in fact limited 
as to existing rights established under State law. In delivering the opinion 
of the Court, Justice Jackson said: 

“Even if we assume, with the Government, that Friant Dam in fact bears 
some relation to control of navigation, we think nevertheless that Congress 
realistically elected to treat it as a reclamation project. It was so conceived and 
authorized by the President and was so represented to Congress. Whether 
Congress could have chosen to take claimants’ rights by the exercise of its dom- 
inant navigation servitude is immaterial. By directing the Secretary to proceed 
under the Reclamation Act of 1902, Congress elected not ‘To in any way inter- 
fere with the laws of any State * * * relating to the control, appropriation, use, 
or distribution of water used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired there- 
under’ (32 Stat. 388, 390, ch. 1098, 43 U. S. C. A., sec. 383, FCA title 43, sec. 383). 

“We cannot twist these words into an election on the part of Congress under 
its navigation power to take such water rights without compensation. In the 
language of Mr. Justice Holmes, writing for the Court in International Paper Co. 
v. United States (282 U. S. 399, 407, 75 L. Ed. 410, 414, 51 S. Ct. 176), Congress 
‘proceeded on the footing of a full recognition of [Riparians’] rights and the Gov- 
ernment’s duty to pay for the taking that [it] purported to accomplish.’ We 
conclude that, whether required to do so or not, Congress elected to recognize any 
State-created rights and to take them under its power of eminent domain.” 
Thus it is clear that the Congress has ample power to deal with the question of 
protection of both existing and future water rights so far as are involved activ- 
ities of the United States or its agencies in exercise of the power under the 
commerce clause. 

Question (2) concerns the adequacy of the language of this particular bill 
to give the protection that is within the power of the Congress to give. While 
there may be a variety of ways of stating the intention of the drafters of this 
bill, it seems to me that the essential features of the desired protection against 
the exercise of authority by the United States under the commerce clause is con- 
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tained in the language proposed. The language, as I have it, is this: ‘‘The oper 
ation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict with 
present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficia] 
consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, 
of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

For reasons that I will point out later, I would prefer to see this authorization 
tied into the ratification of the now pending Columbia interstate compact. Look- 
ing to the language, however, I understand it to lay down the governing law for 
the United States and its agencies or officers in the operation of Hells Canyon 
Dam. That provision of law would be that (1) there could be no claim asserted 
by the United States to the flow of the Snake River, which would interfere with 
any existing irrigation or other consumptive use rights that are established under 
the laws of Idaho, or Wyoming, or Oregon, or Nevada with respect to the use, 
upstream from the dam, of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, (2) 
that even though irrigation or other consumptive use rights were established in 
the future after the dam were to go into operation, those rights, to the full extent 
of their validity under State law, would have to be recognized by the United 
States in the operation of Hells Canyon Dain. 

It should be pointed out in addition that since the proposed dam would, by the 
language of section 1, “be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (act of 
June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388 and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary there- 
to),” insofar as any existing rights in the upstream area are concerned, they 
would be required to be recognized by reason of the provisions of section 8 of the 
act of June 17, 1902, this is the holding of the Gerlach case above cited. Thus, 
even apart from the provisions of section 2 of the act, so far as statutory law is 
concerned, the Federal project would have a status under State law as to rights 
established before the dam was authorized substantially the same as the federally 
licensed but privately financed development. 

From the point of view of the existing and future irrigation interests in the 
area upstream from the dam, it is necessary to look at the situation from the 
point of view of both Federal developments, such as Hells Canyon Dam, such 
as are covered by the applications pending before the Federal Power Commis 
sion and federally licensed but privately financed developments. The latter type 
of projects pose these two questions: (1) What are the relationships between 
filings made under State law for power production at the downstream sites and 
existing and future upstream irrigation and other consumptive use rights? (2) 
What would be the situation if the federally licensed dam were to be taken over 
for operation by the United States, as permitted by the provisions of the Federa! 
Power Act? 

Under the laws of Idaho, and perhaps under the laws of the other upstream 
states that are involved, the making of a power filing would establish a right as 
of the time of the filing. The filing would be subordinate, however, to all rights 
established under the appropriate laws of the State that were prior in time. 
This means that the power right could not be asserted against a priorly estab- 
lished irrigation right to the extent that that prior right was valid under State 
law. This follows from the provisions of section 3 of article 15 of the Idaho 
Constitution and the provisions of chapter 42 of the Idaho Code. The priority 
established by the filing for power production would, however, be a right as 
against subsequently established water rights, whether those be for irrigation 
or other consumptive uses, or other nonconsumptive uses such as power produc- 
tion. There are, however, provisions of the Idaho Constitution that give a pref- 
erence status to domestic and irrigation rights. This means that, while a priorly 
established nonconsumptive use right for power production would have the 
status of a property right as against a subsequently established preference right 
for irrigation or domestic use, it would be possible for the preference right that 
was inferior in time to be asserted even though that resulted in the encroach- 
ment on the priorly established power right. But there would have to be full 
and adequate compensation to the priorly established nonconsumptive use rights. 

There is raised here also the question as to whether under the Idaho statutes 
as they now exist the applicant for a power privilege could be required to condi- 
tion a water right for power production so as in effect to let there be established 
in the future irrigation and other consumptive use rights without the burden 
of those rights having to make compensation to the priorly established power 
right. It is my view that under the State law as it now stands, the applicant 
cannot be required to accept such conditions, for there have been no conditions 
imposed by the laws of Idaho requiring that the applicant for a permit to use 
water for power production subordinate his rights to future irrigation rights. 
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Now does there appear to be any authority in law in any State officer to impose 
such a condition on a permit which is otherwise qualified under the provisions 
of chapter 42 of the Idaho Code. 

Turning to the second question under this part II, it is clear that under the 
provisions of the Federal Power Act (secs. 807 and 809, title 4. U. &’C.) the 
United States can take over and operate a licensed project, either at the end of 
the term of the license or in an emergency during the term of the license. The 
law permits the taking over when “the safety of the United States demands it.” 
Since the Federal Power Act required that the licensee establish its power rights 
under State law (secs. 802 and 821, title 16, U. S. C.), it would appear that, on 
the taking over of the project, the operations of the United States would ini- 
tially be governed by the extent and scope of the water rights which have there- 
fore been established for the project by the licensee. Since, however, the au 
thority for such a project extends basically from the power of the United States 
under the commerce clause the same problem would be presented as to the exer 
cise of the power of the United States thereunder to the detriment of either ex 
isting or future water rights as exists in the case of the development that is 
initially undertaken by Federal authorization and Federal financing. Thus, il 
seems plain that there is need for appropriate action by the Congress with re 
spect to either type of project, so as to afford the full measure of protection both 
as to existing and future upstream irrigation and other consumptive rights 

Earlier in this statement there is a suggestion that if there is to be authoriza- 
tion of this project it be tied into the ratification of the now pending Columbia 
interstate compact. That proposed compact, which has been ratified by the States 
of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah, but which is still to be acted on by the States of 
Montana, Oregon, and Washington, would provide through article VII for the 
full protection of existing and future irrigation and other consumptive use rights 
established within the controlling date that is initially established as the year 
2000, but which may be extended to the year 2050. The protection would be 
afforded to what is therein defined as the upstream area, including all of the 
upstream States of Idaho, Montana, Nevada, and Wyoming and the eastern area 
of Washington and Oregon. The compact is drafted so that it will operate both 
as to projects that are federally authorized and financed and those that are 
federally licensed but privately financed. If operated by subordinating noncon- 
sumptive use rights, such as power production, that might be asserted at projects 
located wholly or partly in the downstream in favor of the existing and future 
rights for irrigation and other consumptive uses as above indicated. If ratifica- 
tion of that compact were to be made a condition to the proceeding with what- 
ever construction may be authorized under this pending bill, the protection that 
is needed and desired for the irrigation interests in the upstream States would 
be afforded to the full extent that it can be as against Federal developments 
such as Hells Canyon Dam. At the same time there would be solved the like 
problem that arises in connection with a federally licensed but privately financed 
development located on the Snake River below Weiser. 


IRRIGATION ASSISTANCE 


The committee requested me to consider also the features of the bill that bear 
on the use of power revenues to aid future irrigation developments in the Snake 
River Valley in Idaho. 

Section 4 of the bill would authorize the subsequent treatment of additional 
works that may be authorized for construction in the central and upper Snake 
River Basin as a part of the project, the initial works of which are authorized by 
this bill. The purpose of treatment as one project is stated to be, among others, 
“of providing for the application of project revenues to the return of reimbursable 
costs in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws.” Inso- 
far as the provision would be supplemented by specific acts of Congress dealing 
with specific irrigation developments that required financial assistance, the sec- 
tion appears to provide an adequate legal foundation therefor. 

If Idaho interests are concerned, however, about having a more satisfactory 
assurance that revenues from the projects proposed to be authorized by the bill 
will actually be available for specific developments, they may wish to have 
authorization of those developments now. This might be accomplished by amend- 
ing paragraph (b) of section 1, for example, to cover the specific present author- 
ization of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division in a fashion similar 
to that that was proposed in a draft of bill dated April 16, 1951. That proposal 
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was that there be a conditional, present authorization of that unit with the 
proviso that no funds should be expended on the construction of any part of the 
Mountain Home division, other than the Scriver Creek power facilities, until 
the Secretary of the Interior had transmitted to the President and the Congress 
a supplemental report containing current estimates of costs and benefits of that 
unit and concerning the repayment of the reimbursable costs thereof. The pro- 
posal was then, as in this bill, to require such a report to be transmitted not later 
than a specified time. 

Senator Murray. Now, in view of the fact that we are crowded for 
time, I want to divide the time between the proponents and the opposi- 
tion, so we will call on Ira H. Masters, secretary of state of the State 
of Idaho, as the first witness on behalf of the proponents. 

Mr. Masters. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen- 

Senator Warxins. Mr. Chairman, I want to make a suggestion at 
this point which I think will help us expedite this hearing. It is all 
very well for you to have your feelings, ladies and gentlemen. You do 
have them, but if you will take the time to appl: nud that takes away 
from the time of the committee to hear the witnesses. I suggest, Mr. 
Chairman, therefore, that we have no applause or demonstrations be- 
cause it takes a lot of time and it doesn’t help us learn anything about 
this project. Weare here to learn. Personally I haven’t made up my 
mind on this. I want to get all the facts, the engineering and all the 
facts relative and material to this entire proposal, and I am not going 
to be able to make up my mind with the amount of cheering we have 
one way or the other. It isn’t a matter of counting noses, so I suggest, 
Mr. Chairman, then, that we do not have any further demonstrations. 

Senator Murray. Thank you Senator Watkins. I think your ob- 
servations are very wise and I am in full accord with what you have 
said. I hope that we may proceed without any unnecessary delay by 
applause that may be made indicating either opposition or approval. 


STATEMENT OF HON. IRA H. MASTERS, SECRETARY OF STATE OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Masrers. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Irrigation and 
Reclamation Subcommittee of the United States Senate, I find it 
a pleasure to me as secretary of state to welcome this group here this 
morning on behalf of the State of Idaho. 

The people of Idaho are almost unanimously demanding cheaper 
power rates not only in Idaho but throughout the Northwest. The 
only solution for lower rates is to construct Hells Canyon Dam. 

For more than 20 years I published daily newspapers in Idaho and 
was penalized by the Power Trust. Idaho's growth and development 
has been stifled by this same Power Trust. 

Idaho has approximately 214 million acres under irrigation and 
approximately 3 million acres of potential rich land available. 

Idaho Power has lit the smelly smudgepots of confusion and, like 
the scent of any skunk, has driven many thousands of Idaho folks 
away from the truth. 

Enemies of Hells Canyon point to it and shout “socialistic” but they 
look across the State to Palisades Dam and cry “sound Americanism.” 
In other words the Bureau of Reclamation is a scoundrel at Hells 
Canyon and an angel at Palisades. Where is the consistency ? 
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rhey forget that our Idaho State constitution provides that the first 
and primary use of water is for irrigation. Unless you abrogate this 
constitution no thief can take your water rights. 

We have been captives of the narrow ‘thinking and monopolist 
groups 0 f eastern-controlled capital too long. 

It is to you of the Congress that we, the common people of Idaho 
and the Pacific Northwest, turn to urge you most fervently to exercise 
your powers to proceed with the kind of program which was drawn 
up by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engineers 
in 1949 to attain the fullest development of the Columbia Basin, which 
includes the mighty Snake River. 

To me, it is the worst kind of un-Americanism for corporate mono 
ply to instill in the minds and hearts of our people in Id: tho a distrust 
and hatred of our own Government. 

In spite of all this, we are told by the Idaho Power Co, that this 
sume Federal Government, which is you and I and every citizen, is 
a sinister villain which, instead of continuing to protect the interests 
of present and future irr igation, is planning to build a project in Hells 
Canyon on Snake River to take away their water. 

The Idaho Power Co. is trying to set itself above all Government. 

Che Idaho Power Co. has even taken a step further. It has told the 
Senate of the United States that it has no business to do anything 
about developing the Snake River when such a plan would conflict 
with its own. 

It is high time that all of us, here in the Northwest and you in C 
cress, realize that this is a serious situation. We have an overwhelmii 
need to harness our rivers to their utmost capacity to produce power, 
irrigation, flood control, navigation, and the full range of benefits 
that make a region and a nation strong. 

We must overcome this obstruction, Mr. Chairman, and get on with 
the job. Hells Canyon Dam is the people’s dam for the people’s 
future. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Masters with the com 
mittee :) 

I wish to express my appreciation on behalf of what I believe to be the 
majority of the citizens of Idaho, that your subcommittee, together with mem 
bers of the House of Representatives’ Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama 
tion, have taken time from their full schedules in the Nation’s capital to make 
a special effort to hear from the people of this region on the Hells Canyon 
issue. 

The people of Idaho elected me secretary of state in 1954 for 4 years to repre- 
sent them in all branches of the government because they believe that I will 
not be swayed by prejudice or favoritism to any special group or political fac- 
tion. The people of Idaho are now demanding cheaper power rates in Idaho 
and the Northwest. The only way we can get lower rates is through the con 
struction of such projects as Hells Canyon Dam under the specifications as out 
lined by the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

For 20 years I published daily newspapers in Idaho and during that time 
was penalized by the Power Trust for their exorbitant rates on electrical 
energy. Idaho’s growth and development have been stifled by the Power Trust, 
the high freight rates and also by the excessive tariff schedules in this State 
during the past 50 years. 

To me, who has been and continues to be an elective official of this State, 
having a public hearing is the democratic way of dealing with legislation of 
a importance in order to assess public opinion in areas immediately affected 
ry i 

In 1952 I had the honor of submitting a statement endorsing the high dam at 
Hells Canyon to the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation which 
was considering H. R. 5743 at that time. 
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Idaho now has approximately 244 million acres under irrigation and nearly 
3 million acres of potential rich land available. Idaho’s progress and develop- 
ment has been opposed by selfish interests, largely capitalists who have paid 
for great blocks of propaganda in newspapers, over the air and by individuals 

Idaho Power has lit the smelly smudgepots of confusion and like the scent 
of any skunk has driven many thousands away from the truth. Stooges of every 
description are working day and night spreading hypocrisy. Many organiza- 
tions have passed resolutions against Hells Canyon without hearing any of 
the facts 

Enemies of Hells Canyon point to it and shout “socialistic” but they look across 
the State to Palisades Dam and cry “sound Americanism.” 

“The Hells Canyon group of the Reclamation Bureau leaders are thieves and 
robbers and will steal your water rights,” says the power lobby. 

They forget that our Idaho State Constitution provides that the first and 
primary use of water is for irrigation. Unless you abrogate this constitution 
no thief can take your water rights. 

Palisades Dam has a “socialistic powerplant” just as Hells Canyon. In other 
words, the Bureau of Reclamation is a scoundrel at Hells Canyon and an angel 
at Palisades Dam. Where is the consistency ? 

I urge you to recommend passage of this bill to authorize construction of the 
wonderful multiple-purpose dam at Hells Canyon and the Scriver Creed power 
facilities of the Mountain Home project. I am proud that the Democratic 
Party of Idaho in its 1954 convention unanimously endorsed the Hells Canyon 
project and at the same time pledged itself to provide ironclad protection for 
upstream water rights. 

Idaho, the Pacific Northwest and the Nation needs Hells Canyon Dam. Idaho 
has been blocked out by the selfishness and narrow interest drives of the private 
power companies from being allowed to share in the great benefits which have 
been derived by the rest of the Columbia Basin from cheap Federal hydroelec 
tric power. 

I want to add my voice to those who cannot ordinarily be heard in this State 
on the issue of how we should develop its tremendous potential in the falling 
water of its rivers. We feel that when our elected representatives in the Con- 
gress realize the problem that confronts Idaho to bring its economic develop- 
ment abreast of that of its sister States of Oregon and Washington, it will act 
to help us harness our rivers comprehensively and to obtain from them the maxi- 
mum uses and benefits for all the people, not just the favored few. 

Here in Idaho, which ranks among the first half dozen States in the Nation 
in its hydroelectric power potential, we are suffering from economic stagnation. 
We have not begun to tap the sources of the only supply of energy we have that 
can be produced cheaply and abundantly in order to attract new industry. New 
industry will bring in new payrolls and jobs, expand opportunity, and make it 
possible for us to keep our young people at home here to raise their families 
and build up their communities. Right now they are forced in large numbers 
every year to go elsewhere to make their way in life. This is a tragic drain in 
human resources that is absolutely uncalled for and unnecessary. There 
exists in Idaho the abundance of land and water which can, if wisely used, call 
for the united efforts of all of our young citizens to stay here and share in the 
tremendous promise of this State, passing their own creative efforts on to their 
own children as a legacy to the future. 

I have spent many years, both as a working newspaperman, and a public 
servant, in the irrigated areas of Idaho, and I have seen the extent to which 
new reclamation projects like magic transform dreary sagebrush wastes into 
thriving farming communities, in which towns and cities rise. 

Hells Canyon Dam, as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation, will be a 
giant step forward in turning to human use the energy of the river to release 
low-cost power in tremendous amounts to Idaho. The proceeds from sale of 
this power will in turn enable Idaho, with the help of the Congress, to add hun- 
dreds and thousands of new acres to cultivation. It is almost inconceivable how 
Idaho will prosper and grow, how it will quickly take its place as one of the 
most progressive States in the Union if we get the type of development repre- 
sented by Hells Canyon. 

We do not urge Congress to hand us something on a silver platter. Under 
the legislation which is being considered by your subcommittee, the users of 
the power attributable to Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek Dams will make it 
possible for 90 percent of its costs, plus interest, to be repaid to the Federal 
Government in 50 years. And in the next 50 years, Hells Canyon and Scriver 
Creek will pay for themselves again and again. 
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I would also like to add that when new jobs at high wages are created, and 
new investment in plant and equipment made, collection of Federal income and 
corporation taxes will soar in Idaho, and these additional revenues accruing 
to the National Treasury will be another demonstration of how our Govern- 
ment, by helping us help ourselves, has actually provided itself with a gilt-edged 
investment which will never cease to produce far and above the original costs, 
and, what is even more important, keep right on producing. 

The State of Idaho is desperately concerned with the squeeze between its gov- 
ernment requirements for roads, schools, institutions and education, and its own 
tax revenue to maintain and expand them. In fact, the recently concluded ses- 
sion of our State legislature was involved in attempting to extemporize fiscal 
legislation to meet this problem on a short-range basis, as its major concern. 

Now neither Idaho nor any other State can continue to improvise from legis- 
lative session to legislative session. Because in so doing, it is ignoring the why 
of this situation of expanding costs of State government and a static and barely 
growing tax base. 

To meet the problem we must face the crying need to develop our land and 
water resources so that thousands and thousands of new year-around jobs are 
added, new industrial and commercial concerns to be attracted to Idaho, existing 
ones expand their operations and new farming communities brought into being 
by expanded reclamation, such as the Mountain Home project and its 192,000 
arid but fertile acres. 

And, I will add that only by the kind of development as is proposed in the 
legislation which you gentlemen are considering this morning in the city of Boise 
ean we take the first long step forward toward our goal of an Idaho which will 
realize all of her tremendous potentialities. 

We have been captives of the narrow thinking and monopolistic groups of 
eastern controlled capital too long. The people of Idaho have been subjected to 
a brain washing and a concerted campaign of shutting off the truth. I have been 
one of the earliest supporters of the Hells Canyon project. I am a charter mem- 
ber of the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Association. 

The common people of Idaho and the Northwest have never given up in their 
great fight to protect their river for full development. They will never give up 
and they are winning against the heaviest possible odds—a hostile press, the 
enmity of Republican State administrations which speak the power company 
line, a deluge of highly paid propaganda carefully circulated to distort and 
mislead public opinion, the enmity of the national administration from Secretary 
of the Interior McKay on up. 

It is to you of the Congress that we, the common people of Idaho and the 
Pacific Northwest, turn to urge you most fervently to exercise your powers to 
proceed with the kind of program which was drawn up by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation and the Corps of Army Engineers in 1949 to attain the fullest develop- 
ment of the Columbia Basin which includes the mighty Snake River. 

We in Idaho have never been allowed to participate in the major benefits of 
such a program. The Idaho Power Co. has fought a delaying action against the 
public interest to keep our own Government from developing Snake River in 
accordance with its own comprehensive plan. 

But here in southern Idaho we have across the Snake River Valley the tangible 
evidences of how this kind of development upbuilds our community. The Mini- 
doka, Boise, Owyhee, Black Canyon, and other projects. Arrowrock, Anderson 
Ranch, American Falls, Deadwood, Owyhee, Minidoka, and Black Canyon Dams. 
This very morning we are gathered in the very midst of one of the most fertile 
and progressive farming areas anywhere in the Northwest, made possible for the 
most part by our own Federal Government and the Congress. 

To me, it is the worst kind of un-Americanism for corporate monopoly to instill 
in the minds and hearts of our people in Idaho a distrust and hatred of our own 
Government. Here we are in Idaho, benefitting mightily in the water on the 
land brought to being in great part by our Government. In this audience are 
farmers holding valuable water rights made possible by this same Government. 

In spite of all this, we are told by the Idaho Power Co. that this same Federal 
Government, which is you and I and every citizen, is a sinister villain which 
instead of continuing to protect the interests of present and future irrigation, 
is planning to build a project in Hells Canyon on Snake River to take away their 
water, 

The Idaho Power Co. is trying to set itself above all government. It says that 
it has the power to protect water rights, while the Congress which can levy taxes, 
declare war, establish policy with relation to interstate commerce and all its 
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other powers and duties exercised under the Constitution for more than 150 years 
now cannot pass a law to build a downstream dam which will contain adequate 
provisions to protect present and future rights to the use of the water upstream 
This would be ridiculous if the intent behind this fallacious and vicious propa 
ganda were not so sinister. 

The Idaho Power Co. has even taken a step further. It has told the Senate of 
the United States that it has no business to do anything about developing Snake 
River when such a plan would conflict with its own. Mr. Roach, the [daho Powe: 
president, has made this kind of statement publicly. He accuses the Senate of 
indulging in public power politics, and of attempting to intimidate the Federal! 
Power Commission now considering its three-dam application at Hells Canyon. 

I think that Mr. Roach has delusions of grandeur and that he is attempting to 
intimidate the Senate of the United States. And as one who venerates this 
greatest of the world’s lawmaking bodies and its history, I wish to register 
my protest against this arrogance. I feel sure that you of this subcommittee 
and your colleagues in the Senate of the United States will realize the signifi 
cance of this kind of statement. It means that the power companies of the 
United States believe they are the real government, and not the duly elected 
representatives of the people. These monopolies believe that it is they who 
should tell the rest of us what to do about developing our rivers and we should 
be grateful for it. 

It is high time that all of us, here in the Northwest and you in Congress, 
realize that this is a serious situation. We have an overwhelming need to 
harness our rivers to their utmost capacity to produce power, irrigation, flood 
control, navigation and the full range of benefits that make a region and a 
nation strong. Hells Canyon will help to do this—a great site in a wonderful, 
deep dark canyon where the Snake will be trapped behind a massive storage 
dam to work for us all, and provide as well a scenic and recreational attrac- 
tion which will attract literally hundreds and thousands of tourists and sports- 
men each year. All this we have been deprived of because of the willful ob 
struction of Idaho Power and the other power companies in collusion, We 
must overcome this obstruction, Mr. Chairman, and get on with the job. Hells 
Canyon is the people’s dam for the people’s future. 

Senator Murray. Thank you Mr. Masters for your very good state 
ment. In view of the fact that we are pressed for time I would like 
to suggest to the future witnesses that if they have prepared state- 
ments they could have them filed and they could make some short 
statement summarizing what is contained in their prepared statement. 
The next witness will be George A. Greenfield, State chairman of the 
Democratic Party. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. GREENFIELD, STATE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF IDAHO 


Mr. GreeNrieLp. Senator Murray, gentlemen of the committee and 
distinguished guests. It is my purpose in appearing before this com- 
mittee to first state to the committee the position of the Democratic 
Party of Idaho on the Hells Canyon controversy, and second, with the 
committee’s permission, I should like to file a written statement of my 
personal feeling in the matter. 

Senator Murray. The personal statement may be received and car- 
ried in the record. 

Mr. Greenrievp. Thank you Senator. 

Full, comprehensive development and utilization of the natural 
resources of Idaho for the benefit of Idaho has been the goal of forward 
looking men and women of this State since its inception. We recog- 
nize that only thus can Idaho grow and prosper and take its proper 
place in the new economic empire that is the Northwest. It is most 
unfortunate that a proposal for Federal multipurpose development of 
the Hells Canyon section of the Snake River should have developed 
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into a political football that now threatens the very foundation of a 
long-range program for full resource use and conservation so vital to 
our economic welfare. Although I am here this morning in my capac- 
itv as Democratic chairman, I want to tell you gentlemen that the 
sentiment in Idaho in favor of Federal development of Hells Canyon 
is by no means purely a partisan thing. I personally know a great 
many Republican stalwarts of Idaho who favor the project. There 
are also individual Democrats who oppose it, mainly I believe because 
they have been deprived of full and accurate information concerning 
it. I feel bound, however, to report to the committee, the stand taken 
by the Democratic Party of this State at its 1954 platform conven- 
tion held in southeastern Idaho in the city of Idaho Falls. I might 
add that Idaho Falls is the heart of an area which the opponents of 
Hells Canyon consider their fortress. At that time, a plank was pro- 
posed in the Democratic platform reading as follows: 


The Democratic Party denounces Republican obstructionist devices designed to 
prevent or retard full utilization of the State’s power and water resources for 
the benefit of all the people, their enterprises and interests. In accordance with 
this philosophy we oppose the Republican advocated plans of Douglas McKay to 
turn over our priceless heritage of valuable dam sites to a private monopoly. 
Only through Federal development of a high dam at Hells Canyon can our water 
resources be fully utilized and provide maximum irrigation, navigation, flood 
control, recreational and low-cost power benefits. We urge the State legislature 
to.take proper action to protect for development the water resources of the State 
for the benefit of all the people of Idaho. 

Forty-three of Idaho’s 44 counties were represented at this convention by their 
duly elected party officials. This plank was unanimously adopted by the con 
vention and every county delegation demanded the floor that they might indi- 
vidually express their conviction that the Federal project was in the best in- 
terests of our State and its people. 

If Hells Canyon Dam is a political dam, it has been made so by a few political 
leaders acting in combination with the private power lobby. They have tre- 
mendous resources for the publication and propagation of their point of view, 
but they do not have the people. I am firmly convinced that the citizens of Idaho, 
as they have steadily learned the facts, now recognize the importance of Hells 
Canyon to full comprehensive development of our water and soil. Without ad- 
herence to party label they favor full utilization of our hydroelectric potential 
vhile at the same time there has been building within them a deep resentment 
against the powerful and ruthless lobby that has worked so long and effectively 
against a program that is for the economic good of the State. In that connec- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that I read in the morning paper 
that some 200 persons had filed formal statements in opposition to the Hells 
Canyon proposition. I found in my own morning mail two petitions from Twin 
Falls County, Idaho containing the names of some 160 persons who favor the 
construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. Obviously, every one of these 
signers could have prepared and placed before the committee a prepared state- 
ment had the facilities been available and I urge the committee to recognize that 
the extent of the opposition against Hells Canyon is not to be measured by the 
numbers and the effectiveness and the strength of its typing pool. 

Relentless in its efforts, indifferent to fact, this lobby has spent hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in Idaho to impose its private will on our people. The in- 
evitable reaction has occurred and I am convinced that a majority of Idaho is 
now ready to join with the other States of the Northwest in urging the construc- 
tion of a high dam at Hells Canyon as an integral and indispensable part of a 
march toward economic progress for our part of America. Thank you. 


Senator Murray. Thank you Mr. Greenfield. Do you have any 
other matters that you wish to file with the committee 

Mr. Greenrtetp. I would like to file the petitions that I had refer- 
ence to. I have filed with the reporter a copy of the statement. 
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(The following are the two petitions above referred to.) 
To the Congress of the United States: 

We, the undersigned citizens of the United States, believing that construction 
of a high dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon 
will assure maximum comprehensive multipurpose development of the middle 
Snake, and will contribute materially to the economic growth of the region and 
the national economy and security, do respectfully petition that Senate bill 1333, 
authorizing a Federal multiple-purpose high dam at Hells Canyon, be passed by 
the Congress. 

(Two identical petitions had a total of 158 signers. ) 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Elmer F. McIntire, 
executive secretary of the Idaho State Federation of Labor. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER F. McINTIRE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF 
THE IDAHO STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. McInrire. Honorable Chairman, Members of the United States 
Senate, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee and gentlemen. I 
am Elmer F. McIntire, executive secretary of the Idaho State Federa 
tion of Labor and am speaking for the Idaho State Federation of 
Labor and all its affiliated membership composed of over 120 organ- 
izations and over 11,000 AFL members. 

Also, I would like to add to our support for the building of the high 
Hells Canyon Dam, the fact that the American Federation of Labor, 
of over 10 million members has gone on record favoring Federal con 
struction of Hells Canyon Dam, and the American Federation of 
Labor has been active in Washington, D. C. representing the Idaho 
State Federation of Labor in all the hearings. 

The Idaho State Federation of Labor and the American Federation 
of Labor have each at the past annual conventions passed resolutions 
unanimously favoring the building of the Federal high dam at Hells 
Canyon and copies of such resolutions are herewith submitted with this 
statement. 

The Idaho State Federation of Labor and its affiliated membership 
favors the building of the high Hells Canyon Dam, knowing very well 
that this is the only salvation for full employment in Idaho. A large 
majority of the workers in Idaho are only employed about 6 months 
out of the year and that isn’t good for the economy of Idaho. We are 
thoroughly convinced that if the high dam was built and plenty of 
cheaper power was available, industry would come to Idaho thereby, 
creating more jobs and help to keep our people working 12 months 
instead of just 6. 

As legislative representative also for organized labor in Idaho, it 
has been my privilege to watch the legislators trying to find ways in 
which to tax the people for enough money to operate the State; and 
regarding this, I would like to reiterate what I said previously, that 
if this project was built industry would come to Idaho, thereby creat- 
ing more taxes and more people working would also mean more rev- 
enue for the State. 

In closing, before submitting the text of the resolutions I wish to 
state that the members of the Idaho State Federation of Labor express 
appreciation for allowing us to present our views on this most impor- 
tant matter, and we are hoping and trusting that your committee in 
its considerations will act favorably for the Federal construction of 
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high Hells Canyon Dam for the people of Idaho and its future gen 
erations. ufo, é 
(The following is the statement above referred to. ) 


RESOLUTION BY IDAHO STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Whereas our Federal Government has under consideration a proposal to 
erect a high power dam on the Snake River in Hells Canyon ; 

Whereas such proposal is being opposed by private power interests and such 
interests have spent thousands of dollars for propaganda matter in an effort 
to discourage the erection of Hells Canyon Dam ; 

Whereas private power interests have for years built only sufficient power 
dams to take care of the immediate needs of our State; and although such inter 
ests now claim it is their desire to erect three low-head dams in Hells Canyon, 
they fail to say how many years will elapse before their program is completed ; 

Whereas if our Congress would approve Hells Canyon Dam such dam would 
be completed in 8 years with production of electricity beginning in 6 years; 

Whereas the Federal proposal for Hells Canyon Dam would supply much 
needed construction for building and construction trades men; 

Whereas the Federal proposal would add to the northwest power pool suffi 
cient power to attract industry to our State for favorable rates: Therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Idaho State Federation of Labor go on record as favoring 
the erection of the Hells Canyon project by the United States Government; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That Governor Jordan and our congressional representatives in 
Washington, D. C., be advised of this convention’s action on this resolution 





RESOLUTION BY AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Whereas full and adequate development of all of our natural resources on 
a balanced plan compatible with the public interest has long been an integral 
part of the program of the Washington State Federation of Labor; and 

Whereas the construction of Hells Canyon multiple-purpose dam is a vital 
step in the full utilization of the power potential of the Columbia River water- 
shed and has already been endorsed by the Washington State Federation of 
Labor, Oregon State Federation of Labor, Idaho State Federation of Labor, 
Washington State Grange, Oregon, Farmers Union, Oregon State Grange and 
similar groups with a public interest viewpoint in Washington, Oregon, and 
Idaho; and 

Whereas engineering studies under the competent direction of John S. Cotton 
have clearly established the prime desirability of the Hells Canyon multiple- 
purpose dam over any other proposed site or combination of sites ; and 

Whereas failure to proceed with the multiple-purpose dam by allowing con- 
struction on conflicting sites will mean not only higher cost power but also the 
irrevocable loss of some 600,000 additional low-cost firm kilowatts which would 
materially retard the economic development of the entire Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas failure of Secretary of Interior, Douglas McKay to continue to repre- 
sent the public before the Federal Power Commission, by his withdrawal of sup- 
port of this Hells Canyon multiple-purpose utilization, is a betrayal of public 
interest and a contradiction of campaign utterances by him on this subject of 
public power development; and 

Whereas the recent statements by Governor Langlie of Washington and Gov- 
ernor Jordon of Idaho, favoring development of Snake River by the Idaho Power 
Co.’s proposal, indicated their utter disregard of the recommendations of the 
John 8. Cotton report: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the American Federation of Labor in convention assembled 
support public agency construction of a multiple-purpose, full utilizing dam at 
the Hells Canyon site; and be it further 

Resolved, That we deplore the wanton disregard of the public interest as evi- 
denced by recent statements; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Secretary McKay, Governor 
Langlie, the Federal Power Commission, President Eisenhower, and Members of 
the United States Senate and United States House of Representatives from 
Washington State, and made available generally to the public, press, and radio. 
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Senator Murray. Thank you for your very fine statement. It has 
heen suggested to me that we may alternate the witnesses and have a 
few witnesses appearing in opposition to the dam at this time so I am 
going to call on Mr. Fred M. Cooper of (Gqrace, Idaho State Reclama- 
tion Association. Following Mr. Cooper we will call Mr. William E, 
Adams, Eagle, ldaho, State Grange and Melvin Oppliger, Buhl, Idaho 
Farm Bureau Federation. ‘They will be prepared to take the stand 
following the witness that is now going to present his statement. 

Senator Warkrns. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if they 
would be on the stand so they wouldn't have to walk up from the audi- 
ence they would save us a lot of time. We have about 61 witnesses al 
together and that is going to take a long time. 

Senator Murray. You may state your full name. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. COOPER, PRESIDENT, IDAHO STATE 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Coorer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred M. Cooper. I live at 
Grace, Idaho, where I operate a farm and engage in livestock raising. 
I have resided in southeastern Idaho as a farmer for 41 years. I 
am the State senator from Caribou County, and am a member of the 
Bear River Compact Commission. 

I appear here as president of the Idaho State Reclamation Associ 
ation, which was organized in 1937 and has an active membership of 
more than 200 local irrigation districts and canal companies which 
altogether operate the irrigation works on approximately 2 million 
acres of irrigated land in Idaho. For years the association has been 
the spokesman for irrigators of the great Snake River Basin of 
southern Idaho. A further description of the association is to be 
found in my prepared statement. 

This hearing purportedly has been called to get a grassroots expres- 
sion from the people regarding S. 1333 and the companion measures 
introduced in the 84th Congress to authorize Federal construction of 
the Hells Canyon project. 

I, for one, was greatly dismayed and alarmed to find the original 
schedule of the hearings omitted any consideration of the people most 
directly affected, namely, the farmers and irrigators of southern 
Idaho. As a last-minute concession, this 3-hour hearing was per- 
mitted, of which only 90 minutes are allowed for all of the organiza- 
tions and individuals who oppose this measure. In contrast, 214 days 
are allowed to downstream areas where the people are not directly 
affected as are the irrigators of southern Idaho. Even here at Boise 
the great majority of Idaho irrigators are bypassed. The distance 
from Boise to the heart of the Snake River’s great irrigated empire is 
as far as from Washington, D. C., to New York, and hundreds of 
Idaho irrigators are unable to drop their work and travel the distance. 

Two things are increasingly plain: (1) the Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam is a political dam and (2) its promoters are concerned very little 
about the Idaho irrigators, present and future, who will have to 
supply the water. 

ven during these days of courtship by the proponents to gain sup- 
port for the project by means of solemn assurances that irrigation wa- 
ter rights under State law will be forever protected, the emphasis is 
placed on what people as far away as Portland think rather than on 
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what Idaho irrigators think. Under these circumstances, just how 
much consideration would be given to Idaho water rights once the 
project were constructed and placed in operation? I think the answer 
is—not very much. 

This same question goes to the heart of the position taken by the 
Idaho State Reclamation Association. Time and time again by reso- 
lution the association has stated its unalterable opposition to the Fed- 
eral project at Hells Canyon. In most cases the votes have been unan 
imous. ‘l'o my knowledge there is not a single Irrigation district or 
canal company 1n Idaho that has ever gone on record in favor of a 
Federal Hells Canyon Dam. The granges and Farm Bureau groups in 
the affected area have taken firm stands against it in overwhelming 
numbers. 

Gentlemen, if you are seeking grassroots opinion from the ‘peop le 
most directly involved. there is no question but that Idaho irrigators 
are violently opposed to the Federal Hells Canyon Dam. 

It isnot a reclamation dam. Nota single acre of land would be irri 
gated from its reservoir. It is a power dam pure and simple, and 
therein lies its potential threat to irrigation in Idaho. The Federal 
Government has paramount rights to the use of our waters, and those 
rights are superior to State law. All the Federal Government needs 
is a vehicle for the exercise of those paramount rights. 

We have drifted a long way toward Federal domination and control 
of our water resources. Every step taken toward that end brings us 
nearer the day when the so-called paramount rights can be exercised. 
If the proponents of Hells Canyon can sell Congress this bill of goods, 
it’s a short step to subordinating Idaho water rights to a Federal pow- 
er bureaucracy more responsive to downstream power consumers than 
to upstream irrigators. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association over the years has con- 
sistently opposed c reation of a Columbia Valley Authority. We op- 
pose the Federal Hells Canyon Dam for the same reasons. It would 
be an effective entering wedge for authority domination and control 
of our water. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Mr. Cooper. 

Mr. Cooper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to file my 
statement. 

(‘The following is the statement filed by Mr. Cooper :) 

My name is Fred M. Cooper, and I am a farmer and livestock grower. I am the 
State senator representing Caribou County, chairman of the irrigation and 


water resources committee of the Idaho Senate, and member of the Bear River 
Compact Commission. 

I am making this statement as president of the Idaho State Reclamation Asso- 
ciation and on behalf of that association’s officers and members. 

‘The Idaho State Reclamation Association was organized in 1937 and has an 
active membership of more than 200 local irrigation districts and canal companies 
which altogether operate the irrigation works on approximately 2 million acres 
of irrigated land in Idaho, which is more than 90 percent of the total. For years 
the association has been the spokesman for irrigators of the great Snake River 
Basin of southern Idaho. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association is a truly grassroots organization of 
farmers and irrigators. The association selects its officers in annual meetings, 
and all officers are men directly connected with irrigation, either as individual 
farmers or as officers of irrigation districts and canal companies. The board 
of directors of the association is representative of the different geographic sec- 
tions of the State’s irrigated acreage. The association is financed by irrigation 
districts and canal companies on a pro rata acreage basis, and by business firms 
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whose livelihood is related t g ré i whose contributions are solicité 
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These express s of grassroots Oo] on from the people most directly aft 
r most ser $ iffected, have been unanimous in most instances. To 
nowledge there is not a single irrigation district or canal company in Idal 
has ever gone on record in favor of a Federal Hells Canyon Dan There is 
a major statewide farm organization in favor of it. The Granges and |} 
Bureau groups in the affected area have taken firm stands against it in « 

whelming numbers. Only last month, the water users of District 36, whict 
prises some 1,250,000 acres of irrigated land in the Snake River Basin, in ; 
meeting at Idaho Falls, reiterated their opposition in no uncertain terms 

Gentlemen, I submit this question: If the subcommittee is sincerely desirous 
of se ng grassroots opinion from citizens most directly affected by the He 
Canyon proposal, and is equally desirous of heeding that grassroots opi! 
how can you fail to discard Senate bill 1333 and all sir ir measures? 
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The fact that this issue recurs in the Congress with monotonous regularity 
the insistence of downstream politicians and Federal-power-or-nothing far ities 
is devastating evidence confirming the fears of Idaho water users. If the Federa 
dam at Hells Canyon can be sold to Congress, it’s a short step to the subordina- 
tion of Idaho water rights to a Federal power bureaucracy more responsive ti 
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It is fascinating to contemplate the fact that most of the tub-thumpers for the 
Federal Hells Canyon Dam are the same people who have espoused with equal 
vigor the creation of a Columbia Valley Authority, an idea presently laid on the 
shelf for future reference merely because citizens of the Pacific Northwest have 
rejected it The Idaho State Reclamation Association over the years has con 
sistently opposed creation of a CVA. We oppose the Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam for the same reasons. It would be an effective entering wedge for authori 
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on and contro! of our water. 
We are not impressed by frantic efforts of Hells Canyon proponents, both in 


and out of Congress, to reassure irrigators that irrigation water rights secured 


under State law would be protected under S. 1333 and other similar bills. Ther 
is no question but that the Federal Government now holds, under the Constitu- 
tion, a paramount right to all of the waters of the Snake River and its trib 
taries. The present Congress, we believe, would refuse to exercise those para 
mount rights. Subsequent Congresses might readily do so. 

The best practical protection to water rights now is the absence of a means, 
which the Federal Hells Canyon Dam would afford, of exercising the acknow! 
edged paramount rights of the Federal Government. Bear in mind that Idaho 
irrigators, present and future, must supply the water to make the Hells Canyon 
power generators operate and to fill and refill the reservoir. Competent en 
gineers have testified under oath that in future years of short water supply, 
and when maximum development of upstream irrigation has been achieved, 
there is not enough water in Snake River to do both jobs. At that time the 
inevitable conflict of interest arises between irrigation and downstream power 

Every indication to date leads to the inescapable conclusion that those who 
advocate the Federal project would give scant consideration to irrigation if they 
were then in positions of authority. The scheme of the proponents and their glib 
assurances of water-right protection are not compatible ideas. 

Idaho irrigators are accustomed to watermasters of their own choosing. They 
are not prepared to accept a political watermaster with divided loyalty, however 
benevolent such watermaster may appear at any particular time. 
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lo irrigators, many of the plans for so-called comprehensive basin development 
seem to presume a “master control” in the hands of politicians far removed 
from the grassroots. They see the Bureau of Reclamation getting away from 
its original purpose, that of irrigating land, and placing most of its emphasis 
upon the generation of hydroelectric power. The Hells Canyon Dam is not a 
reclamation dam. Not a single acre of land would be irrigated from its reser- 
voir. It is a power dam, pure and simple, and therein lies its potential threat 
to irrigation in Idaho. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association is wholly in favor of progress and 
development. We simply do not wish to get away from the principles under 
which irrigation and reclamation have grown to provide a thriving agricultural 
economy in our State. 

Because S. 1333 is, in our opinion, a departure from those principles; because 
the building of a gigantic Hells Canyon Dam would place in the hands of the 
Federal Government an instrumentality which might subsequently be used to 
adversely affect the irrigation waters which are the lifeblood of our State, we 
oppose this bill, 8. 1333, and all similar legislative measures. 

Let nonfarm pressure groups concern themselves with matters directly affect 
ing their welfare. Let downstream promoters of political dams stay within their 
own boundaries. Let planners, authority-seekers and would-be watermasters 
find a more fertile field. 

This is Idaho’s water—let it alone. 


Senator Murray. Mr. Adams. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. ADAMS, EAGLE, IDAHO, STATE 
GRANGE 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
William FE. Adams, Eagle, Idaho, State Grange. 

The Idaho State Grange, through action of its delegates in fow 
consecutive State conventions, has voted its opposition to impairment 
of the water rights of Idaho citizens under legislation introduced in 
the Congress calling for construction by the Federal Government of 

high dam at Hells Canyon. Complete copies of the resolutions 
adopted at these four meetings are made a part of this statment in 
opposition. 

As it was so clearly stated in the 1952 resolution— 

The Idaho constitution and Idaho water laws provide safeguards of the irrt- 
gation water supply as to parties and persons over whom the State of Idaho has 
jurisdiction, but does not provide protection as to the Federal Government or 
any of its agencies * * *. Those safeguards apply when Snake River is de- 
veloped by private enterprise but have no standing if a Federal hydroelectric 
project is constructed on the river. 

It has been clearly demonstrated that no action short of an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States can assure Idaho of 
freedom from possible adverse action in the allocation of water from 
the streams of the State. Therefore, on behalf of the Idaho State 
Grange, and acting under directed authority expressed in the resolu- 
tions which follow, I wish the record to show that the Idaho State 
Grange is unalterably opposed to legislation now pending calling for 
construction of a Federal dam at Hells C anyon since it fails to afford 
acdequi ite protection to the vital water resources of the State of Idaho. 

Senator Murray. Thank you; it will be carried in the record. 

Mr. Apams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


(The following is the document above referred to filed by Mr. Wil- 
liam E. Adams: ) 


Actions approved and adopted by the delegate body of the Idaho State Grange 
in the four most recent annual sessions. 








24 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


REPORT OF IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION COMMITTEE, BURLEY, IDAHO, 1951 
RESOLUTION No. 6, OPPOSING HELLS CANYON DAM 


Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has proposed that it be authorized 
build a high dam at the Hells Canyon site at an estimated cost of abont $433 
million for the production of about 800,000 kilowatts ; and 

Whereas the Idaho Power Co. is ready and willing to develop 695,000 k 
watts, in five low-head dams covering the same section of Snake River Cany 
at a cost of $176 million through private financing ; and 

Whereas private enterprise financed by private funds would be able to prod 
power at an estimated cost of $253 per kilowatt compared to $417.38 per kil 
watt financed by public funds on a Government project ; and 

Whereas since there is no present shortage of power in the Snake River Valk 
the Bureau of Reclamation proposes to sell most of the power that a high d 
would develop in the distant Northwest while the five low-head dams would 
built as the inland empire developed ; and 

Whereas five low-head dams built by private enterprise would contrib 
under present rates approximately $8 million annually in ad valorem taxes 
the local area while a Government dam would contribute nothing ; and 

Whereas since any dams built in this location would be purely power da) 
and would produce no benefits in the way of reclamation or irrigation they 
might retard the development of the desert area above the power location by 
demanding water which could be used elsewhere for irrigation ; and 

Whereas we are opposed to the Government entering into competition wit 
private enterprise: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we go on record as opposing the proposed Hells Canyon Dat 
as planned by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Adopted. 





COEUR D'ALENE, IDAHO, 1952 


HELLS CANYON 


It was moved by Merlyn C. Gersma, master of Central Park Grange, that th 
delegate body reaffirm their 1951 action on Hells Canyon Dam as follows: 

“Exactly the same resolution as was adopted at the 1951 session.” 

Adopted. 


REPORT OF THE IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION COMMITTEE, NAMPA, IDAHO, 1953 


RESOLUTION No. 14—DEVELOPMENT OF THE SNAKE RIVER 


Whereas full utilization of the irrigation, reclamation, and power resources 
of the Snake River is essential to the continued development and prosperity of 
Idaho agriculture; and 

Whereas water is the lifeblood of Idaho agriculture, and any curtailment of 
the supply would work to the great detriment of farmers and their families, both 
on lands presently irrigated and more than a million acres of potentially pro 
ductive lands yet to be reclaimed; and 

Whereas the Idaho constitution and Idaho water laws provide safeguards of 
the irrigation water supply as to parties and persons over whom the State of 
Idaho has jurisdiction, but does not provide protection as to the Federal Govern 
ment or any of its agencies ; and 

Whereas those safeguards apply when Snake River is developed by private 
enterprise but have no standing if a Federal hydroelectric project is constructed 
on the river; and 

Whereas private enterprise with taxpaying capital is prepared to bring about 
the immediate development of Snake River in a manner best meeting the needs 
of public interest by construction of Oxbow, Brownlee, and Hells Canyon Dams, 
under terms contained in the license applications and testimony presently before 
the Federal Power Commission ; and 

Whereas the United States Department of Interior has announced that the 
proposed Federal dam at Hells Canyon would have no physical connection with 
any reclamation project, that the Federal project is not authorized and that 
there is small probability of funds for its construction being available for several 
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vears, While it is important to the area that power production be obtained 


rapidly ; and, J 

Whereas, the United States Department of Interior has further announced 
that the Federal cost per kilowatt would be more than 24 times that required 
for private development : that the two proposals would develop the same hydrau- 
lic head for power production and that the flood control benefits would be the 
same: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we reaffirm our previous resolutions and again go on record 
as opposing the Hells Canyon Dam as proposed for construction by the Federal 
Government. 

(Resolution sent in by Twin Falls Grange in Twin Falls County.) 


Adopted. 


RESOLUTION No. 22-——OPPOSED TO HELLS CANYON 


Whereas there has been submitted to us by the State grange a list of resolutions 
that will be up for consideration by the next session of the State grange to be 
held in Nampa, Idaho, in December 1953 ; and 
Whereas a certain resolution sponsored by the Deary Grange covers the sub- 
ject of endorsement of Hells Canyon Dam: and 

Whereas this subject has been before the State Grange of Idaho a number 
of times in the past and after full consideration of the subject by the delegate 
bodies of the State grange the subject of Hells Canyon Dam has been defeated 
each time it was presented ; and 

Whereas this subject has been twice turned down by congressional committees 
after most extensive and careful consideration ; and 

Whereas the subject is now before the Federal Power Commission on hear- 
ings in which a large volume of testimony presented showed that the farming 
industry of southern Idaho considers it will be irreparably damaged and de 
stroyed should the water of Snake River be diverted from irrigation use to 
development of power at Hells Canyon ; and 

Whereas in a number of years the flow of the river was not sufficient to take 
care of present irrigation needs, let alone enough to take care of prospective 
further irrigation developments which must be taken care of with water of the 
Snake River ; and 

Whereas agriculture is the basic industry of the State of Idaho and thou- 
sands of grange members of our State are directly involved as irrigation farm 
ers using Snake River water; anything that would hurt their interests is of 
extreme importance to the State of Idaho and to the Idaho State Grange: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we go on record as opposing the resolution of Deary Grange 
favoring Hells Canyon; and be it further 

Resolved, That the State grange having repeatedly acted in opposition to the 
question, that in the interest of peace and harmony among grangers that this 
controversial question be dropped as a matter before this State grange session. 

(Resolution sent in by Mapleleaf Grange in Kootenai County. ) 

Adopted. 


REPORT OF THE IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION COMMITTEE, TWIN FALLS. 
IDAHO, 1954 


THE HELLS CANYON CONTROVERSY IN THE IDAHO STATE GRANGE 


Whereas the Idaho State Grange is composed of a general representation of 
the agricultural people of the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas it is the duty of this broad and general representation of the agri- 
cultural people of Idaho to set forth, in general principles, their requirements 
regarding this controversial issue ; and 

Whereas the action taken by the Idaho State Grange should be of a nature 
such that our feeling of fraternal brotherhood in our grange should not be 
Jeopardized ; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Grange in effect has been directing a school of thought 
which has become a partisan political issue and to press this issue further would 
only lead to additional dissention on the part of members who have the oppo- 
site political view ; and 
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Whereas the issue of Hells Canyon is a composite of several issues rathe 
than one, which, in rules of parliamentary law and fairness to reason, shou 
not be grouped as a single issue : Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the controversial issue of public power versus private power lh 
omitted from the work of this session of the Idaho State Grange; and be 
further 

Resolved, That the Idaho State Grange go on record as favoring the develo; 
ment of the bountiful natural resources of the State of Idaho to the greate 
intensity that is economically feasible: Provided, That in doing so the water 
rights of the people on the Snake River watershed be guaranteed an undisputabl: 
prior right to all future claims to water flowing or stored in the Snake Riv 
or in its tributaries—be the claims from public power or from private pow: 
sources. 


Report adopts. 

Sentor Murray. The next witness will be Melvin W. Opplinger, 
Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Opriincer. Senator Murray. 

Senator Murray. State your full name and address. 


STATEMENT OF MELVIN OPPLINGER, IDAHO FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


Mr. Ovrptincer. Melvin Opplinger, I am from Buhl, Idaho. I farn 
near Buhl, Idaho, in Twin Falls County. 

The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation is a statewide organizatior 
composed entirely of people who obtain their living from agriculture. 
This organization has a current membership of 16,320 farm families 
Its principal place of business is located in the Hub Building, Poca 
tello, Idaho. 

Its policies are discussed and recommended by the members them 
selves at the grassroots level. Each county unit has its own oflicers 
and official delegates to the annual official meeting of the State federa 
tion. At this annual meeting, the policies of the organization are 
then determined by a majority vote of the delegates after full hearing 
and discussion. Such policies then become the program of the Idaho 
Farm Bureau Federation. 

Our position on Hells Canyon is reflected in the following resolu 
tions: 


RESOLUTION No. 10 


(Adopted at 1953 Convention, Boise, Idaho, December 5, 1953. ) 

We resolve that the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation reaffirm our stand against 
Hells Canyon and take no further action until the findings of the Federal Powe: 
Commission at their present hearings have been evaluated and studied. 


RESOLUTIONS No. 45, 46, AND 47 


(Adopted at 1954 Convention, Idaho Falls, Idaho, December 1, 1954. ) 

Whereas any development of our rivers or streams such as powerplants, reser 
voirs, bird refuges, recreation areas, either by Government or private enterprise, 
ean and will affect irrigation: Be it 

Resolved, we as the Idaho Farmers ask that the State and Federal Govern 
ments completely protect our irrigation rights in any project. 


Whereas Farm Bureau has long resisted the centralization of Government and 
the present trend to give the Government more authority, which, in our opinion, 
will in a few short years take away our free enterprise system : Be it 

Resolved, that the Idaho Farm Bureau aggressively support the development 
of our natural resources by private enterprise when practical and feasible. 
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We recommend to the State of Idaho and Federal Government a policy of 
storing water in upstream areas rather than by large downstream dams. 


Under the 1953 resolution cited above, the Idaho Farm Bureau must oppose 
any further action until the findings of the Federal Power Commission have been 
studied and evaluated. 

We feel that a congressional committee does not have the necessary time and 
experience to give thorough study to the technical material of this case. 

After a year long hearing and study by the Federal Power Commission, during 
which time over 19,000 pages of testimony were accumulated, it does not seem 
economically wise, nor fair to the American people to disregard these records 
and findings, with continued hearings which tend to confuse the issue. 

Under the 1954 resolution, the Idaho Farm Bureau must aggressively support 
he development of our natural resources by private enterprise when practical 
and feasible: and under resolution No. 47 we recommend a policy of storing 
water in upstream areas rather than by large downstream dams, 

In the light of the above cited resolutions, we feel that the meetings on Hells 
Canyon called at this time are untimely, poorly located, and will serve no bene- 
ficial purpose 

We therefore recommend that the Hells Canyon problem be left in the hands of 
the Federal Power Commission for their recommendation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

(Signed) John H. Webb, 
(Typed) Joun H. Wess, 
Erecutive Secretary 
STATE OF IDAHO 
County of Bannock, 88 

This is to certify that Melvin Opplinger, a member of the board of directors of 
the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, is hereby authorized to appear before the 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committees at the Hells Canyon hearing in 
Boise, Idaho, April 4, 1955, for the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. 

(Signed) JoHN H. WEB, 
Executive Secretary. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 31st day of March, 1955. 


eters Fr ublic. 
Senator Murray, Thank you very much for your statement. We 
will now return to the proponents and I will call on the following 
witnesses: Mr. A. W. Brunt, re prese nting [daho Falls; John Glasby, 
Mountain Home Reclamation project; and Al Beattie, secretary-treas- 
urer of the Idaho C1O Political Legislative Council and Communica- 
tion Workers of America. The first witness will be Mr. Brunt. 


STATEMENT OF A. W. BRUNT, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Brunv. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Pfost and other distinguished 
Senators and Congressmen and committee members, I am A. W. 
runt, a water user and realtor of Idaho Falls. I wish to take this 
opportunity to thank the committee for coming to Idaho at this time 
and holding this hearing. I think it is timely. “I think they are doing 
the right thing to get the grassroots opinion of the people of Idaho. 

[ am impressed by what I have heard up to now in this hearing 
and also in the advance discussions. 

There is genuine concern among the water users in our upper Snake 
River V alley as to the effect a Federal dam, with its great storage 
capacity, w ill have on our water rights. On the benefic ial use of water 
for irrigation, the very existence of our farms, our towns, and our 
people depend. Our farmers, our canal companies, and our chambers 
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of commerce should not overlook the fact that the same problem as to 
water rights is present as to the proposed private dams to build unde: 
Federal license. Five such dams are now proposed, 3 by the Idaho 
Power Co. and 2 below Hells Canyon by another group of companies 
These dams would have a combined capacity equal to or in excess of the 
proposed Federal dam. The problem, so far as the physical capacity 
to use the water downstream fe concerned, looks to me to be the same. 
These problems should be met so that there can be no doubts about pro 
tection of Idaho irrigation interests, existing or future regardless of 
who builds the dams. 

The way I see this situation now is this. The Hells Canyon bill 
that you are considering does provide for existing water rights. 
Equally important, it will protect future water rights. This prote 
tion by law looks to me like positive protection. I ask that you com 
pare this protection to the situation confronting Idaho irrigation 
interests if the five private dams are built. What protection would 
there be as to future rights’ What would stop the utilities from 
making new filings to override the ones now made omitting the waive 
of priority in favor of future water rights. 

The water-right issue has been a smoke screen to avoid and delay 
the consideration of Hells Canyon Dam on its merits. I urge the com 
mittee to do ere is necessary to settle and remove the water 
right issue. It can be done by adequate provisions in the law. | 
further urge the committee to divorce this issue from partisan politics. 
Having accomplished these two objectives, the committee can con 
sider the project on its merits. This project should be compared point 
by point with the proposed upper Colorado River storage project 
which apparently has strong bipartisan support. I understand that 
the upper Colorado River project involves two major dams that are 
economically justified for their power production. From the infor 
mation available I have learned that a feature of that project is to 
make power revenues available for irrigation assistance. [am curious 
to know why the upper Colorado development, which has bipartisan 
support, is the very essence of resource development that is widely 
acceptable whereas in Idaho the same type of development is labeled 
by our chambers of commerce and other groups as undesirable. 

In considering Hells Canyon Dam on its merits the following 
should be included : 

1. Determination by this committee as to how the power produced 
by the Federal high dam compare with the three-dam plan. 

Compare the cost of the power to the consumer including the 
cost of power for irrigation pumping. 

3. Consider whether the power revenues of the high dam can justi 
fiably be used to assist in irrigation developments. 

Much of the future irrigation developments in Idaho depend on 
obtaining pumping power at the lowest possible cost—4 to 5 mills. 
Of equal importance is the use of power revenues to assist in upstream 
irrigation storage. It is my understanding that on these two points 
lie the primary justification of the upper Colorado project. 

In urging the consideration of this project on its merits, I wish to 
also urge full concurrent consideration of all possibilities of upstream 
storage. Such upstream storage should not be delayed or postponed 
because of Hells Canyon or any other downstream project. 
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Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of appearing here. 


LS to . . . . 
de} Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, at this point, [ would like to intro- 
al duce into the record on behalf of the Senior Senator, Mr. Dworshak, 
ies and mvself of the State of Idaho a legal opinion rendered by the 
the Library of Congress on March 23, 1954 and ask that it be made a 
‘ity part of the record at this point, because apparently there is a difference 
me of legal opinion between the last witness and those people. 
ro Senator Murray. The document will be received and printed in the 
0 record at this point. 
Senator Werker. Thank you. 
bill (The document referred to above is as follows :) 
its LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
c AMERICAN LAW DIVISION, 
in Varch 23, 1954 
OI lo: Hon. Hamer H. Budge 
Subject: Protection of present and future diversions in construction of flood 
ud control and power on navigable rivers. 
. By letter of January 30, 1954, you have transmitted a copy of an address 
el by Mr. Fred M. Taylor dated September 10, 1947, and supplemental material 
entitled Analysis of the Hells Canyon bills (S. 1664, H. R. 4648, 4649, and 4650, 
" 82d Cong.). You have invited attention to pages 5382-5438, 744-755 (particularly 
| pp. 751-752), and 776-784 (particularly 780-784) of the hearings (82d Cong.) on 
; the Hells Canyon project You then ask three questions, and indicate a fourth, 
I which we wilt state and attempt to answer or give comment. 
] In attempting to formulate answers and in commenting, we have sought to 
7 confine our statements to the constitutional and legal aspects of the problem 
We intend to avoid, if possible, statements which will involve us in the con 
| troversy concerning the relative merits of the proposal, or the policies which 
at govern their consideration. Thus limiting this memorandum, we state your 
t problems and reply preliminarily and generally as follows : 
(1) If a dam is constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of 
it vs igs 
Army Engineers wherein there is no claimed reclamation of arid land and the 


e project is built solely for the purposes of flood control, navigation and hydro 
electric power, would the language contained in H. R. 5748 or in the subsequent 
H. R. 4658 of the 838d Congress protect either or both present or future diversions 


O 
of the waters of the river upstream from the dam as authorized under State law’? 

We are not certain of the meaning you attach to the word “protect” in your 

1 question. Ostensibly the language commencing at line 17 on page 6 of H. R 
2948 would recognize or accept as controlling presently applicable State and 
] Federal law. This is the extent of Federal protection now afforded in other 
similar cases. If, however, you mean a preclusion of all possibility of future 

Federal legislation based on the exercise of constitutional powers, as presently 

; construed by the Supreme Court, then the answer must be in the negative 


This will be brought out later in the general statement. 

(2) The same question when the legislation claims reclamation benefits and 
States reclamation as a purpose of the legislation, but when there are in fact 
no reclamation benefits which could result from the legislation. 

We seriously doubt if a successful attack on the proposed legislation can be 
based on the absence of reclamation benefits. The bills recite the purposes as 
“controlling and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for 
bene ‘cial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy for 
the national defense and other purposes, irrigation of lands, navigation, and 
flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, including pro 
viding assistance to Federal reclamation projects.” See H. R. 4648, 4649, 4650, 
Sod Congress, Our doubt is based on the summary rejection of the claim of 
Arizona, in its suit against California, that the recital in the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057) that one of the purposes was 
“Improvement of navigation” was a “mere subterfuge and false pretense.” 

Said the Court: 

‘ “Into the motives which induced Members of Congress to enact the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act, this Court may not enquire. McGray v. United States, 
195 U. 8. 27, 58-59; Weber v. Freed, 239 U. S. 325, 329 30; Wilson v. New, 2438 
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U. S. 332, 358-59: United States v. Doremus, 249 U. S. 86, 98-94; Dakota Centra 
Tel. Co. v. South Dakota, 250 U. S. 163, 187; Hamilton v. Kentucky Distillerics 
Co., 251 U. 8. 146: Smith v. Kansas City Title and Trust Co., 255 U. S. 180, 210 
The act declares that the authority to construct the dam and reservoir is con 
ferred, among other things, for the purpose of “improving navigation and reg 
ulating the flow of the river.” As the river is navigable and the means which 
the act provides are not unrelated to the control of navigation, United States \ 
River Rouge Improvement Co., 269 U. S. 411, 419, the erection and maintenance 
of such dam and reservoir are clearly within the powers conferred upon Con 
gress. Whether the particular structures proposed are reasonably necessary, is 
not for this Court to determine. Compare Fong Yue Ting v. United States, 149 
U. S. 698, 712-14: Oceanic Steam Navigation Co. v. Stranaham, 214 U. 8. 320, 340 
United States v. Chandler-Dunbar Water Power Co., 229 U. 8S. 53, 65, 72-73 
Everard’s Breweries v. Day, 265 U. 8. 545, 559. And the fact that purposes other 
than navigation will also be served could not invalidate the exercise of the au 
thority conferred, even if those other purposes would not alone have justified an 
exercise of congressional power. Compare Veazie Bank v. Fenno, 8 Wall. 5 
548; Kaukauna Water Power Oo. v. Green Bay and Mississippi Canal Co., 142 
U. S. 254, 275; In re Kellock, 165 U. S. 526, 586; Weber v. Freed, supra; United 
States v. Doremus, supra. 

“It is urged that the Court is not bound by the recital of purposes in the act 
that we should determine the purpose from its probable effect; and that the 
effect of the project will be to take out of the river, now nonnavigable through 
lack of water, the last half of its remaining average flow. But the act speci 
fies that the dam shall be used: ‘First, for river regulation, improvement of 
navigation and flood control; second, for irrigation and domestic uses and satis 
faction of present perfected rights * * *; and third, for power.’ ff is true that 
the authority conferred is stated to be ‘subject to the Colorado River compact,’ 
and that instrument makes the improvement of navigation subservient to a 
other purposes. But the specific statement of primary purpose in the act governs 
the general references to the compact. This Court may not assume that Congress 
had no purpose to aid navigation, and that its real intention was that the stored 
water shall be used at to defeat the declared primary purpose. Moreover, unless 
and until the stored water, which will consist largely of fiood waters now wasted 
is consumed in new irrigation projects or in domestic use, substantially all of 
it will be available for the improvement of navigation. The possible abuse of 
the power to regulate navigation is not an argument against its existence 
Lottery Case, 188 U. 8S. 321, 363: Flint v. Stone Tracy Co., 220 U. S. 107, 168-69; 
Wilson v. New 248 U. S. 332, 354; Hamilton v. Kentucky Distilleries, supra: 
Alaska Fish Salting and By-Products Co. v. Smith, 255 U.S. 44, 48. 

“Since the grant of authority to build the dam and reservoir is valid as an 
exercise of the constitutional power to improve navigation, we have no occasion 
to decide whether the authority to construct the dam and reservoir might not 
also have been constitutionally conferred for the specified purpose of irrigating 
public lands of the United States. Compare United States v. Rio Grande Dam and 
Irrigation Co. 174 U. S. 690, 703: United States v. Alford, 274 U. S. 264. Or for 
the specified purpose of regulating the flow and preventing the floods in this inter 
state river. Or as a means of conserving and apportioning its water among the 
States equitably entitled thereto. Or for the purpose of performing international 
obligations. Compare Missouri vy. Holland, 252 U. S. 416.” (See Arizona v. Cali- 
fornia (1931) 283 U. 8S. 423, 455-458. ) 

The determination of the necessity for a given improvement of navigable 
capacity, and the character and extent of that improvement, is for Congress to 
decide. U.S. v. Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Co, (1941), 
312 U. 8. 592. Congress has the power of legislation and, therefore, the power 
of passing judgment upon the needs of a complex society. Polish National 
Alliance v. N. L. R. B. (1944) 322 U.S. 6438. 

(3) In both of the above I am particularly interested as to whether or not the 
building of a project under (1) or (2) above places the operation of the river 
under the commerce and navigation clauses of the Constitution of the United 
States so that the restrictive language as to upstream diversion and use might 
be unconstitutional under the commerce and navigation clauses, as is apparently 
the conclusion of the enclosures. 

We do not believe the restrictive language in question necessarily would be 
held to be unconstitutional. It is true that since Gibbons v. Ogden (1824) 9 
Wheat. 1, Federal Regulation of Navigation, based on the commerce clause of 
the Constitution (art. I, sec. 8, clause 3), has prevailed over State regulation. 
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However, the commerce power is not necessarily self-executing, but must be 
exercised in many cases by an act of Congress. It is well established that States 
cannot unduly burden commerce in the absence of Federal regulation, the sup- 
position being that nonregulation indicates a will on the part of Congress that 
the subject shall be free from restriction. See Robbins v. Shelby County Taxing 
Dist. (1887), 120 U. S. 489, 498; U. S. v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Co. 
(1889), 174 U. S. 690, ete. We do not believe an exposition of that principle 
is essential to this memorandum. 

We do not read Mr. Taylor’s address as arguing that the restrictions are un- 
constitutional. Rather, he is recognizing constitutional principles, but is argu- 
ing against further extension of Federal integrated water control based on those 
principles. He obviously is discussing policy and is taking a dim view of its 
extension as based on those principles. Be that as it may, we respectfully suggest 
that the principles can be tolerated if the policy applied is the right policy. 

The principles troubling Mr. Taylor are largely those enunciated in the follow- 
ing key decisions of the United States Supreme Court: U. S. v. Appalachian 
Power Co. (1940), 311 U. S. 377; Oklahoma v. Guy F. Atkinson Co. et al. (1941), 
813 U. S. 508: and First Iowa Hydro-electric Cooperative v. Federal Power Com 
mission (1946), 328 U. 8S. 152. <A discussion of these cases will appear later in 
the general statement. 

(4) If the language in H. R. 5743 or H. R. 4648 does not protect both present 
and future upstream diversion and use when a conflict arises between such up 
stream diversion and use and the operation of the Federal dam, is their other 
language which could be placed in the authorizing legislation which would pro- 
tect both present and future upstream diversion and use? 

We are unable to state that the language of these bills would not protect both 
present and future diversions. It would protect such diversions to the extent 
that other areas are now similarly protected by similar provisions. Such protec- 
tion, as we have heretofore indicated, is not absolute, and cannot be absolute, 
because of the constitutional powers of Congress that are involved. In view of 
past decisions of the Supreme Court a constitutional amendment would be re- 
quired to divest Congress of its power and vest complete control of these water 
resources of navigable rivers in the States. Under the circumstances we see no 
alternative to existing arrangements or improved variations of those arrange- 
ments. Control, if there is to be further development and use of the water 
resources, must come in many instances through one of three methods: (1) 
Federal legislation, (2) compact, or (3) adjudication by the Supreme Court 
Federal legislation recognizing State laws, to the extent practicable, and author 
izing compacts may be the better solution. Adjudication, by a series of Supreme 
Court decisions, would in effect ultimately place that Court in the undesirable 
position of administering the water rights of the area. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Article XV of the constitution of Idaho declares that the use of water appro- 
priated for sale, rental, or distribution is a public use and subject to the regu- 
lation and control of the State. The right to divert unappropriated waters of 
natural streams to beneficial use.may not be denied except to the extent that the 
State may regulate and limit their use for power purposes. Priority gives the 
better right except that where waters of a stream are insufficient for all uses, 
preferences are given to domestic, agricultural, and manufacturing purposes, in 
that order. 

The statutory law of Idaho declares all waters in natural channels, including 
springs and lakes, to be the property of the State, subject to diversion for appro- 
priation and allotment for beneficial purposes. A right of use, however, shall 
not be considered a property right in itself, but shall be appurtenant to the land, 
Idaho Code (1947, SS42-101 to 42-104). This is consonant to a certain extent 
with existing acts of Congress such as section 8 of the Reclamation Act of June 
17, 1902 (82 Stat. 390; U. S. G. 48: 383) relating to conformity with State laws}; 
section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 891); and subsection 3 (e) 
of the Submerged Lands Act of 1953 (Public Law 32, 88d Cong.). However, 
any claim of State ownership of water must be reconciled with Federal consti- 
tutional power. 

To be considered, therefore, in connection with the foregoing constitutional 
and statutory provisions of the State of Idaho is the supremacy clause of the 
Constitution of the United States found in clause 2 of article VI. That clause 
states that the Constitution of the United States and the laws of the United 
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States which shall be made in pursuance thereof shall be the supreme law of 
the land, and the judges in every State shall be bound thereby, anything in the 
constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding. The United 
States Supreme Court has used this clause on numerous occasions to strike down 
provisions of the State constitutions and State laws. For example, see Chicago, 
St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Railivcay Company vy. Latta (19138, 226 U. S. 
519), voiding the application of a provision of the Nebraska constitution ; Jnter- 
national Harvester Company of America v. Kentucky (1914, 234 U. 8S. 216), 
voiding the application of a provision in the Kentucky constitution of 1891; 
Guinn v. U. S. (1915, 238 U. 8. 347), voiding a provision of the Oklahoma con 
stitution: and Hawke vy. Smith (1920, 253 U. S. 221 and 231), voiding certain 
applications of a provision of the Ohio constitution. This supremacy has been 
recognized and applied by State courts. See for example Harbert v. Harrison 
County Court (West Virginia, 1946, 39 S. E. 2d 177, 184) and Gray v. Moss 
(Florida, 1934, 156 Southern 262). Thus it is too well settled for argument that 
if Congress enacts a law or amends a law in the exercise of a constitutional grant 
of power, State constitutional and statutory provisions in conflict with that law 
or its amendment cannot prevail. 

This brings us to the main question underlying this whole problem, which, as 
we see it, can be stated bluntly as follows: In the event, after the authorization 
and construction of the Hells Canyon division, there is insufficient downstream 
flow for its operation, could the Congress in the exercise of constitutional powers 
require release of waters from above and thus curtail beneficial use, unde! 
applicable State and other laws, in those upper areas? (See hearings on H. R 
5743, 82d Cong., p. 782). Based on applicable court decisions, the answer is in 
the affirmative. 

The question is not unique. It is present, we believe, on all the major western 
river systems. For the purposes of this memorandum we need not speculate on 
the problems which might be created if Congress were to so legislate and thereby 
upset the water rights and the applicable law of an entire area. It must be 
admitted that the questions implicit in the conclusions, stated on page 7 of the 
Analysis of the Hells Canyon Bills disputing the relative amounts of water to be 
committed to irrigation and to power. 

Our conclusions, based on our study, more nearly coincide with the legal prop 
ositions stated by Mr. Taylor. However, we do not intend that this admission 
shall be considered as approval of the arguments which he based on those prin 
ciples, or of his statements concerning policy matters. 

Having answered preliminarily the questions raised, we set forth for your con 
siderations the general principles and precedents bearing on those questions. 


NAVIGABILITY 


The first landmark decision of the Supreme Court on this subject did not 
formulate a general test for determining navigability. It merely announced the 
broad doctrine that the power to regulate commerce “comprehends navigation, 
within the limits of every State in the Union.” Gibbons v. Ogden (1824, 9 
Wheat. 1). 

One writer on the subject recently has stated that the difficulties in ascertain 
ing navigability, within the meaning of a pertinent law, are due not only to lack 
of uniformity in geographical conditions and inadequate factual data respecting 
particular bodies of water, but also to the shortcomings of the system of rules of 
substantive law formulated by the courts. (Laurent, Judicial criteria of naviga- 
bility in Federal cases, 1953 Wise. L. R. 8): 

“Acting under the commerce power, Congress has appropriated funds for en 
gineering surveys; has legislated to control the placing of artificial obstructions 
in rivers and harbors; has provided for the dredging of channels and the con- 
struction of dams and other types of improvements for the purpose of increasing 
navigable depths; has provided for the construction of flood-control works: and 
has provided for the development of multiple-purpose projects. 

“The power of Congress is, however, limited to waters which are navigable in 
law for the purposes of interstate and foreign commerce, and to nonnavigable 
tributaries of such navigable waters insofar as the control and utilization of the 
flow of the tributaries will affect the navigable waters below (Oklahoma ew rel. 
Phillips v. Guy F. Atkinson Co., 313 U. 8. 508 (1941); United States v. Appa- 
lachian Electric Power Co., 311 U. 8. 377 (1940); Arizona vy. California, 283 U. 
S. 428 (1931) ; United States v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Co., 174 U. S. 
690 (1899). See also, Hscanaba Co. v. Chicago, 107 U. 8S. 678, 682 (1882).) 
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Within these limits the rights and powers of the States and of riparian proprie 
tors are subservient to the interests of interstate and foreign commerce, It fol 
lows, therefore, that when Congress undertakes to authorize a program of navi 
vation regulation or improvement within the limits of a particular body of 
water, the legality of the program will depend, in whole or in part, upon a de 
termination respecting the navigability of such body of water or of the naviga 
bility of the inland waters to which it is tributary.” (Id., pp. 11-12.) 

Even navigable rivers of the United States which have been dammed or canal- 
ized are suid to remain navigable waters notwithstanding these changes (United 
States v. Cress (1917) 248 U. 8. 316). Once a river has met the test of navi 
gubility, its character is not lost by reason of a discontinuance of commer¢ ial 
use resulting from changed economic conditions or the placing of artificial ob 
structions in its channel. Heonomy Light Co, vy. United States (1921, 256 U. 5. 
113 

In Scott vy. Lattig (1918, 227 U. 8S. 229) the United States Supreme Court 
stated 


rhe * * Snake River is a navigable stream and at the place in question 
is the boundary between the States of Oregon and Idaho * * (p. 239). 
* * * [It] was settled long ago by this Court, upon a consideration of the 


relative rights and powers of the Federal and State governments under the 
Constitution, that lands underlying navigable waters within the several States 
belong to the respective States in virtue of their sovereignty any may be used 
and disposed of as they may direct, subject always to the rights of the public in 
such waters and to the paramount power of Congress to control their navigation 
so far as may be necessary for the regulation of commerce among the States 
and with foreign nations * *” (pp. 242-243). 

Years earlier in Gillman vy. Philadelphia (1866, 3 Wall. 713, 724), the Su 
preme Court had said : 

“Commerce includes navigation. The power to regulate commerce comprehends 
the control for that purpose, and to the extent necessary, of all the navigable 
wuters of the United States which are accessible from a State other than those 
in which they lie. For this purpose they are the public property of the Nation, 
and subject to all the requisite legislation by Congress. This necessarily in 
cludes the power to keep them open and free from any obstructions to their 
navigation, interposed by the States or otherwise; to remove such obstructions 
when they exist; and to provide, by such sanctions as they may deem proper, 
against the occurrence of the evil and for the punishment of offenders. For 
these purposes, Congress possesses all the powers which existed in the States 
before the adoption of the national Constitution, and which have always existed 
in the Parliament in Pngland. 

“It is for Congress to determine when its full power shall be brought into ae 
tivity, and as to the regulations and sanctions which shall be provided.” 

In the same year of the decision in Scott v. Lattig, supra, the Supreme Court 
in the United States vy. Chandler-Dunbar Co. ((1913) 229 U. 8S. 58, 76) indi 
cated a probable limit on compensation where navigable waters are involved, 
Saying: 

“Having decided that the Chandler-Dunbar Company as riparian owners had 
no such vested property right in the water power inherent in the falls and rapids 
of the river, and no right to place in the river the works essential to any prac- 
tical use of the flow of the river, the Government cannot be justly required to 
pay for an element of value which did not inhere in these parcels as upland. The 
Government had dominion over the water power of the rapids and falls and 
cannot be required to pay any hypothetical additional value to a riparian owner 
who had no right to appropriate the current to his own commercial use. These 
additional values represent, therefore, no actual loss and there would be no 
justice in paying for a loss suffered by no one in fact. The requirement of the 
Fifth Amendment is satisfied when the owner is paid for what is taken from 
him. The question is what has the owner lost, and not what has the taker 
gained” (Boston Chamber of Commerce v. Boston, 217 U. S. 189, 194, 195). 

In Federal Power Commission v. Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. ( (1954) 22 
L. W. 4162) the Supreme Court currently said the most significant issue raised 
was whether the Federal Water Power Act of 1920 (41 Stat. 1063 as amend 
by 49 Stat. 863; -U. S. CG. 16: 791a—825r)) had abolished proprietary rights, 
existing under State law, to use waters of a navigable stream for power pur- 
poses. It characterized the rights of the power company as “usufructuary 
rights to use the water for the generation of power, as distinguished from 
claims to the legal ownership of the running water itself.” 
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“We conclude, as did the court of appeals, that, even though the respondent's 
water rights are of a kind that is within the scope of the Government’s domi 
nant servitude, the Government has not exercised its power to abolish them. 


* * * * * * * 


“The act treats usufructuary rights like other property rights. While leav- 
ing the way open for the exercise of the Federal servitude and of Federal rights 
of purchase or condemnation, there is no purpose expressed to seize, abolish or 
eliminate water right without compensation merely by force of the act itself.” 

You will note that the Supreme Court said that Congress had not abolished or 
eliminated the water rights. It did not say that Congress could not do this. 

We believe that a general statement of what we have found concerning juris 
diction of the Federal Government over navigable streams, and flood control will 
answer part E of the memorandum in hearings * * * on H. R. 5743 (82d Cong.) 
pp. 751-752, to which you have referred. This statement, taken from an incom 
plete study prepared earlier for the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and slightly revised, follows: 


NAVIGATION AND FLOOD CONTROL 


Use of waters of navigable streams raises a question of the applicability of 
section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902. In 1905, an opinion of the Assistant 
Attorney General (California Land Development Co., 33 L. D. 391, 405) stated 
that the Congress has control over bavigable streams and their waters. Accord- 
ingly, no claim, based on an appropriation of waters in a navigable stream for 
irrigation and made without the approval of Congress, would be recognized by 
the Department of Justice as valid. 

Apparently it has been the general practice of the United States to make appro- 
priations from nonnavigable streams in accordance with section 8. However, 
the 1938 addition of the Manual of the Reclamation Service states that this 
section of the law is directory, not mandatory, and that the United States need 
not follow State appropriation laws because it is the owner of all unappropriated 
water in the nonnavigable streams of the arid West (p. 362). This proposition 
was not sustained or actually ruled on in Nebraska v. Wyoming ( (1945) 325 U. S. 
589). It was merely assumed for the purpose of argument (id., p. 611). Apply- 
ing the policies established legislatively by section 8, the Supreme Court said 
that the property right in a water right was separate and distinct from the 
property right in the irrigation works. Under the law, the water right is ap- 
purtenant to the land, the owner of which is the appropriator. Thus even if it 
were assumed that the United States owned the unappropriated water rights, 
they could be acquired by private owners in the precise manner contemplated by 
Congress (id., p. 615). The question of ownership by the United States of unap 
propriated water, therefore, was held to be largely academic so far as the issues 
of the suit were concerned. Indeed, the same question was passed over in U.S. v. 
Garlach Co, et al. ((1950) 839 U. S. 725, 739) the Court stating: * * * we need 
not ponder whether, by virtue of a highly fictional navigation purpose, the Gov- 
ernment could destroy the flow of a navigable stream and carry away its waters 
for sale to private interests without compensation to those [riparians] deprived 
of them.” (See also Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. v. F. P. C. (1952) 202 F. 2d 
190, Id. (1954), 22 L. W. 4162.) 

A somewhat difficult problem will arise in an instance where Congress deter- 
mines that commerce no longer requires that navigability in fact be maintained 
on a particular river, or, that navigability does not require the total natural 
flow, or that flood control, for maintaining navigability, requires temporary stor- 
age of excess waters which may be appropriated when released. If navigability 
in fact is destroyed or excess waters are impounded for future release, are 
appropriations of these waters to be made under section 8? Section 8 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 891) could be said to answer the question 
affirmatively. However, we have found no definitive answer. Having destroyed 
navigability, the logical assumption would be that Congress thereby also would 
have relinquished claim to control. However, this assumption appears not to 
be supported by practice or by authoritative writings. 

It is the purpose of this section to examine briefly the extent of Federal control 
of waters of navigable streams where such control might cenflict with appro- 
priation, distribution, and use of such waters for irrigation and other uses under 
State law. The question of actual navigability, under presently applicable deci- 
sions of the Supreme Court, appears to be important only insofar as it is capable 
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of resolution in favor of the Federal Government. The power of Congress to 
regulate navigable water is not expressly granted in the Constitution, but is a 
power incidental to the press power to regulate commerce (Leovy v. U.S. (1900) 
177 U. S. 621, 682). Title to the shore and submerged soil is subject to this 
servitude (Gibson v. U. S. (1897) 166 U. 8. 269 and other cases). If navigabil 
itv is established, the problem will be resolved, in all probability, on that basis. 
However, if that fact is not established, it is not on controlling consequence for 
the court decisions indicate that resort may be had to numerous other bases, 
such as the powers relating to war or national defense, flood control, public 
lands, treaties, general welfare, etc., in supporting the development or control 
of the stream. Water power thus appears to be primarily a Federal question, 
not a State question (Geo. Wash. L. R. (1941) 9: 727, 732). To be considered 
is a statement of the Supreme Court “* * * that the running water in a great 
rable stream is capable of private ownership is inconceivable” (U. S. v. 


Chandle Dunbar Co. (1913) 229 U. Ss. 53, 69). 


a, Basie power 

\s stated above, the power of the United States over its waters, which are 

ipable of use as interstate highways, arises largely from article I, section 8, 
clause 3 of the Constitution of the United States which says that “Congress 
shall have power * * * To regulate Commerce with foreign nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian Tribes.” Earlier decisions held that 
this power to regulate commerce necessarily included the power over navigation. 
(See Gibbons v. Ogden (1824) 9 Wheat. 1, 189 and also Leovy v. U. ¥N., supra.) 
Under this power Congress could legislate to forbid or to license dams in the 
navigable streams of the United States (Willson v. The Black-bird Creck Marsh 
Co. (1829) 2 Pet. 245, 250; U. S. v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Co. (1899) 
174 U. S. 590, 703). At one time the general rule, that navigability in fact con- 
stituted navigability in law, prevailed (The Daniel Ball (1871) 10 Wall. 557; 
The Montello (1874 20 Wall. 430). However, as Federal control expanded the 
courts noted technical distinctions so that the term “navigable rivers” included 
(1) waters which were arteries of commerce at any past date in American his- 
tory (Economy Light end Power Co. v. U. 8. (1921) 256 U. 8. 113); (2) streams 
improved by works appropriated for by Congress (Ashwander v. TI. V. A. (1986) 
2907 U. S. 288, 328) ; and (3) streams potentially capable of serving as a means of 
transportation (U. 8S. v. Utah (1931) 283 U. 8S. 64; Ne-Bo-Shone Ass'n vy. Hogarth 
(1986) 81 F. 2d 70). “That the general rule of navigability was not only ex- 
tended, but actually departed from, and a new concept of navigability was created, 
was established by the Supreme Court in Arizona vy. California ((1931) 283 U. S. 
123). There the mere congressional declaration that the * * * Colorado River 
was, in fact, navigable was held sufficient to justify Federal control despite the 
unanimous testimony of experts to the contrary * * * (Temple L. Q. (eb. 
1941) 15: 304, 306 citing article IV of the Colorado River Compact, H. Doc. No. 
605, 67th Congress, p. 10). 


b. The more recent applications 


Article IV of the Colorado River compact stated, among other things, that 
inasmuch as “the Colorado River has ceased to be navigable for commerce * * * 
the use of its waters for purposes of navigation shall be subservient to the uses 
of such waters for domestic, agricultural, and power purposes.” The Boulder 
Canyon Project Act of December 21, 1938 (45 Stat. 1057), authorized the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct and operate a dam at Boulder Canyon “* * * 
for the purpose of controlling floods, improving navigation, and regulating the 
flow of the Colorado River * * *.” These variations gave the Supreme Court 
no difficulty, for in U. S. v. Arizona ((1935) 295 U. S. 174, 183), it stated: 

“1. The bill alleges that the stretch of the Colorado between Arizona and Cali- 
fornia is navigable, and the motion to dismiss is dealt with on that basis. Arizona 
owns the part of the river bed that is east of the thread of the stream (New 
Jersey v. Delaware, 291 U. S. 361, 379 et seq.). Her jurisdiction in respect of 
the appropriation, use and distribution of an equitable share of the waters flowing 
therein is unaffected by the compact or Federal reclamation law. But the title 
of the State is held subject to the power granted to Congress by the commerce 
clause, United States v. Holt State Bank (270 U. S. 49, 54-55), and under that 
clause Congress has power to cause to be built a dam across the river in aid of 
navigation. The Boulder Canyon Project Act is an example of the exertion of 
that power (Arizona vy. California, supra [283 U. S. 423], 451, 455-457) * * *.” 
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U. S. vy. Appalachian Electric Power Co. ((1940) 311 U. 8S. 377) goes further 
That case involved an attempt on the part of the United States to enjoin the 
construction of a dam on the New River above Radford, Va., on the ground that 
no Federal license had been obtained pursuant to the Federal Water Power Act 
(41 Stat. 106) as amended. Both lower courts, relying on The Daniel Ball, supra 
held that the river was non-navigable and, therefore, no Federal license was 
required. (See 23 F. supp. 83 98 and 107 F. 2d 769, 780.) In reversing, the Su 
preme Court accepted the contention that it is proper to use as a test of naviga 
bility the feasibility of interstate use after reasonable improvements which 
might be made. (See Arizona v. California (1931) 283 U. 8. 423 and Ashwander 
v. 7. V. A., supra.) One student commented that the way to open for eventual 
preeminence of the Federal Government in the hydroelectric power business 


(See Boston U. L. R. (April 1941) 21: 344, 348. See also Tulane L. R. (1940) 


14: 621; and Calif. L. R. (1941) 29: 761.) 

Oklahoma ex rel. Phillips. Governor v. Guy F. Atkinson Co, et al. ( (1941) 31: 
U. S. 508) was the consequence of an attempt on the part of the State of Okla 
homa to enjoin the construction of a dam on the Red River in Texas and Okla 
homa authorized by the act of June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1215). The greater part 
of the dam was to rest on Oklahoma soil and the reservoir created would inun 
date about 150,000 acres of land of which 100,000 were in the State of Oklahoma 
Of these, about 3,800 acres were State owned and used for schools, prison farms 
highways, bridges, etc. The involved basin contained 8,000 Oklahoma citizens 
and much of the land was rich soil and highly productive. Fifty thousand acres 
were underlaid with oil and gas. The annual wealth production to the citizens 
of Oklahoma was about $1,500,000. Losses of revenue from oil, personal prop 
erty, etc., to counties, townships, and school districts amounted to $40,000 
annually. 

Oklahoma alleged, in seeking the injunction, that the construction of the dam 
would be a direct invasion and obstruction of sovereign proprietary rights of 
the State. In fact, approximately 40 miles of the state boundary would be oblit 
erated. Further, the hydroelectric power to be generated would be sold prin 
cipally in Texas. For this purpose the first 110 feet were to be used exclusively 
and only the 40 feet superimposed on the power reservoir were solely and exclu- 
sively for flood control. Oklahoma alleged that no part of the Red River in Okla- 
homa was navigable and that proceedings accordingly under the act were uncon- 
stitutional aud violative of the 10th amendment, which reserved to the State non- 
delegated powers. It further alleged that the project in no way improved 
navigability of the Red River or the Mississippi River. All of these contentions 
were summarily disposed of by the court with the general statement: “We are 
of the view that the Dennison Dam and Reservoir project is a valid exercise of 
the commerce power by Congress” (p. 516). The court noted that the project 
was part of a comprehensive program for flood control of the Mississippi. Floods, 
it said, pay no respect to State lines. They occasion high crop damage, loss of 
buildings and livestock, pollution of fertile fields, erosion of rich farmlands, 
interruption of navigation, injury to port facilities, interruption or stoppage of 
interstate transportation by rail, truck, and motorcar, and they cause pestilence 
and death (pp. 516-521). Single States are impotent to cope with them. 

Citing and quoting Oklahoma v. Teras ( (1922) 258 U. S. 574, 591) the court 
said it is true that no part of the Red River in Oklahoma is navigable. However, 
“the fact that portions of the river are no longer used for commerce does. not 
dilute the power of Congress over them.” Economy Light and Power Co. v. 
U.S., supra; U.S. v. Appalachian Power Co., supra. “And it is clear the Congress 
may exercise its control over the nonnavigable stretches of a river in order to 
preserve or promote commerce on the navigable portions.” Oklahoma ew rel. 
Phillips, Governor v. Guy F. Atkinson Co. et al., supra (p. 523). There is no 
constitutional reason, said the court, why Congress or the courts should be blind 
to the engineering prospects of protecting the arteries of commerce of the Nation 
through control of the watersheds. Further, there is no reason why Congress 
cannot, under the commerce power, treat the watersheds as a key to flood control 
on navigable streams and their tributaries. Thus, the power of flood control 
extends to the tributaries and navigable streams (id., p. 525). Conjectural prob- 
lems relating to the value of the project, therefore, do not raise constitutional 
issues but questions of policy and it is for Congress alone to decide whether a 
particular project, by itself or as a part of a more comprehensive stream, will 
have such a beneficial effect on the arteries of interstate commerce as to warrant 
its authorization. It is not for the court to determine whether the resulting 
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henefit to commerce, as a result of a particular exercise by Congress of the com 


merce power, outweighs the cost of the undertaking (/d., p. 528). Arizona vy. 
California ( (1931) 283 U. S. 423, 456-457), and Ashwander v. T. V. A., supra (329 
8230)) It is sufficient for the court that Congress has exercised its commerce 


power. The fact that ends other than flood control will be served, or that 
flood control will be relatively of lesser importance, does not invalidate the 
exercise of the authority conferred by the Constitution on Congress. 

Applying the foregoing principles, the Supreme Court has specifically held that 
since the construction of the Dennison Dam was a valid exercise by Congress of 
the commerce power, there Was no unconstitutional interference with the sover 
eignty of the State of Oklahoma. The fact that the land was owned by the 
State was no barrier to its condemnation by the United States. Possible adverse 
effect on the tax revenues of Oklahoma, as a result of the exercise of the power 
of eminent domain, was no barrier to the exercise of that power, nor was the 
objection to the obliteration of a boundary or the interference with the state’s 
own program of water development and conservation of any avail. According 
to the Supreme Court, such a program must bow to the “superior power” of Con 
gress. Citing U. S. v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Co., supra; New Jersey v. 
Sargent ((1926) 269 U. S. 328, 337); and Arizona vy. California ( (1986) 298 
U. S. 558, noo). 

According to one student of the law, under the holding in Oklahoma ea rel. 
Phillips, Governor v. Guy F, Atkinson Co. et al., supra, Federal jurisdiction ex 
tends to nonnavigable tributaries of navigable streams and supports construe 
tion of flood control and water power projects as an exercise of the commerce 
power. Further, any river in the United States can be deemed a tributary to 
a navigable one, and the Federal Government can build an interstate power dam 
on every steam (See U. Pa. L. Rev. 90: 102-104.) Classic definitions and navi 
gability have been ignored, he states, citing The Daniel Ball, supra; U. 8. vy. 
Doughton ((1921) Harv. L. Rev. 35; 154): “The * * * time seems to be at hand 
for the court to disregard the fiction of navigability and assert jurisdiction on 
the clearer ground of interstate transmission of power” (id., p. 104). 

First lowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative vy. F. P. C. ( (1946) 328 U. S. 152) in 
volved an application filed by the cooperative on April 2, 1941, for a license to 
build an 8,300-feet earthen dam, on the Cedar River in Iowa, for diverting water 
through an 8-mile diversion canal to a powerplant built on the Mississippi River. 
The state of Iowa intervened claiming that the cooperative should also present 
satisfactory evidence of its compliance with Iowa law, and a permit from the 
State executive council of Iowa for the same project. Iowa statutory policy, as 
interpreted by the State, opposed diversion from one river to another. Believing 
that the courts should settle the issue, the FPC ordered a dismissal of the appli- 
cation for the permit pending a determination of the validity of the require- 
ments of the State law. The dismissal was affirmed by the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia (151 F. 2d 20) but was reversed by the 
Supreme Court, 

Holding that the State of Iowa could not block construction of the project by 
refusing to issue a State permit, the Supreme Court said that to require the 
cooperative to secure the actual grant to it of such a permit under State law, 
as a condition precedent to securing a Federal license for the same project under 
the Federal Power Act, would vest in the executive council of Iowa a veto power 
over a Federal project. 

If a State permit is not required, there is no justification for requiring the 
petitioner, as a condition of securing its Federal permit, to present evidence of 
the petitioner’s compliance with the requirements of the State Code for a State 
permit. Compliance with State requirements are in conflict with Federal re- 
quirements may well block the Federal license. For example, compliance with 
the State requirement, discussed ubove, that the water of the Cedar River all 
be returned to it at the nearest practicable place would reduce the project to the 
small one which is classified by the Federal Power Commission as “neither desir- 
able nor adequate.” Similarly, compliance with the engineering requirements of 
the State executive council, if additional to or different from the Federal require- 
ments, may wei result in duplications of expenditures that would handicap the 
financial success of the project. Compliance with requirements for a permit that 
IS not to be issued is a procedure so futile that it cannot be imputed to Congress 
in the absence of an express provision for it. On the other hand, there is ample 
opportunity for the Federal Power Commission, under the authority expressly 
given to it by Congress, to require regulation the presentation of evidence satis- 
factory to it of the petitioner’s compliance with any of the requirements for a 
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State permit on the State waters of Iowa that the Commission considers appro 
priate to effect the purposes of a Federal license on the navigable waters of the 
United States. This evidence can be required of the petitioner upon the remand 
ing of this application to the Commission (pp. 166-167). 

The court determined that the detailed provisions of the Federal Power Act, 
providing for the Federal plan of regulation, leave no room or need for conflicting 
State controls. It is the Federal Power Commission, said the court, rather than 
the Iowa executive council, that under our constitutional government must pass 
upon these issues on behalf of the people of lowa as well as on behalf of all 
others (pp. 151-182). 

c. Other congressional powers 

We believe the following quotation from Ashwander y. T. V. A., supra, is 
indicative of the basic power of the Federal Government with respect to an) 
superimposition of a Federal program over a State, local, or private program 
Said the Court: 

“* * * Suppose, for example, that in the erection of a dam for the improvement 
of navigation, it became necessary to destroy a dam and powerplant which had 
previously been erected by a private corporation engaged in the generation and 
distribution of energy which supplied the needs of neighboring communities and 
business enterprises. Would anyone say that, because the United States had built 
its own dam and plant in the exercise of its constitutional functions, and had 
complete ownership and dominion over both, no power could be supplied to the 
communities and enterprises dependent en it, not because of any unwillingness 
of the Congress to supply it, or of any overriding governmental need, but becaus: 
there was no constitutional authority to furnish the supply?’ 

It is for Congress alone to decide whether a particular project, by itself o1 
as part of a more comprehensive scheme, will have such a beneficial effect on th 
arteries of commerce as to warrant it. That determination is legislative in 
character. Oklahoma ex rel. Phillips, Governor vy. Guy EF. Atkinson Co. et al., 
supra, (p. 527). 

Another article affords a basis for grants for flood control benefits. This is 
article I, section 8, clause 1 which states that Congress shall have power to 
provide for the common defense. Navigation and commerce are important to this 
subject. See Ashwander vy. T. V. A. ( (1936) 297 U. S. 288, 328). This latter 
power has been held to support numerous acts of Congress such as providing for 
the construction, management and operation of the Panama Canal. New York ea 
rel. Rogers v. Graves et al. ( (19387) 299 U. 8. 401). 

Still another constitutional grant of power, in article I, section 8, clause 1 
states that Congress shall have power to provide for the general welfare. In 
view of the statement of the Supreme Court in U. S. v. Gerlach Co. ( (1949) 
339 U. S. 725, 738) that “* * * the power of Congress to promote the general 
welfare through large-scale projects for reclamation, irrigation, or other internal 
improvement, is now clear and ample as its power to accomplish the same results 
indirectly through resort to strained interpretation of the power over naviga 
tion * * *,” some consideration should be given to this constitutional grant 
of power to Congress. 

Charles Warren has stated, with regard to the meaning of this clause, that 
two divergent opinions were held at the outset of our constitutional history 
The first was that of James Madison who held the view that since Congress, in 
the clauses following the taxing power clause, was granted authority to perform 
only specified and limited functions, it could raise money under its taxing power 
and appropriate that money for the general welfare only to the extent of carry- 
ing out those specified and limited functions. The second view was that of 
Alexander Hamilton who expressed the opinion that while Congress was limited 
by the Constitution in the governmental functions which it could perform, its 
express power to tax to provide for the general welfare carried with it an 
implied power to appropriate the tax money for anything Congress considered 
to be for the general welfare. (See Warren, Congress as Santa Claus (1982, p. 
6 ff.) The issue as to which of these two divergent views was to prevail was not 
settled until the Supreme Court decisions in U. 8. v. Butler ( (1936) 297 U. 8.1): 
Steward Machine Co. v. Davis ( (1937) 301 U. 8. 619) finally accepted the view 
of Hamilton and established the proposition that in the promotion of the general 
welfare the moneys of the Nation could be used to relieve the unemployed and 
dependents in economic depressions, and to guard against such depressions. 
Further, in drawing the line between what is general welfare and what is par- 
ticular welfare, the determination of the Congress must be respected by the 
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courts unless arbitrary. Now is the concept of the general welfare static, said 
the court. Needs that were narrow or parochial a century ago may be inter- 
woven in our day with the well-being of the Nation (Helvering v. Davis, supra, 
(pp. 640 641)). See also City of Cleveland vy. U.S. ((1945) 328 U. 8S. 329) up- 
holding grants of Federal funds and credits to improve housing. Millard vy. 
Roberts ((1906) 202 U. 8S. 429) upholding the use of public funds for the 
elimination of grade crossings; and Bradfield v. Roberts ((1889) 175 U.S. 291) 
upholding an appropriation to a sectarian hospital as compensation for the 
treatment and cure of poor patients. 

We are returning herewith the material transmitted by your letter, 

FRANK B. Horne, 
imerican Law Division, 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Mr. John Glasby, 
Mountain Home reclamation project. I might say to any of these 
witnesses that, if they so desire they may file their statement and it 
will be printed in full as if delive red. If they wish to, of course. 
they may proceed to read their statement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN GLASBY, MOUNTAIN HOME, IDAHO. 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Guassy. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I will 
very briefly go over what I have in my report. I am John Glasby 
from Mountain Home. I am a Ford dealer over there and I .repre- 
sent the Mountain Home Reclamation Association, which is an asso 
ciation of community leaders, businessmen, professional men and 
farmers who are interested in the development of the Mountain Home 
reclamation project and we are vitally interested in the Hells Canyon 
legislation, the building of the He lls C anyon Dam because we feel 
it will furnish the only financial means available for the building of 
the Mountain Home reclamation project. I would also like to say 
as a businessman that we believe that the Hells Canyon project will 
do more to further the cause of private initiative and private enter- 
prise than any power monopoly could ever accomplish. The Moun- 
tain Home project alone would expand private enterprise and bring 
assessed valuation to our State far in excess of the valuation of any 
private power dams that might conceivably be built in the Hells 
Canyon stretch. It has been 7 years since the first legislation was 
introduced in Congress to authorize the Hells Canyon Dam and the 
Mountain Home reclamation project. With the passing of each year 
more and more of the water rights are being confiscated by the pri- 
vate power companies. We feel that we are now standing at the 
crossroads. If our God-given resources are continued to be dissipated 
and given to the private power companies to exploit, we will be sitting 
in the midst of an arid plain for the next 500 years. 

The decision rests with you. Are you going to pass up the oppor- 
tunity to develop this great reclamation project which contains more 
agriculture land than the entire State of Rhode Isl: und, or are you 
going to help develop it and let Idaho participate in benefits whic h the 
other 47 States have been participating in in the past? Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Your complete statement will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The following is the statement of John Glasby :) 


We of the Mountain Home Reclamation Association are vitally interested in 
the building of the Hells Canyon Dam because we are firmly convinced that it 








40 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


will furnish the only financial means available for the building of the Mountain 
Home reclamation project. 

The Mountain Home reclamation project consists of approximately 500,000 
acres of which 192,000 acres are included in the initial development Power 
revenues used to aid reclamation projects are an established principle. We need 
aid in the development of our project and we feel that the water which originates 
in our mountains and runs in our rivers unused to the ocean gives us a bona 
fide right to some of the power revenues which it develops. We can never 
receive these benefits if our rivers are all turned over to the private power con 
panies We therefore feel that it is absolutely necessary if the resources are 
to be fully utilized that it must be done by the Federal Government. 

The Mountain Home area is rapidly increasing in population and with the 
added impact of the national defense project at the Mountain Home Air Force 
tase, we are faced with an acute shortage of water for domestic use. Several! 
of our city wells for domestic use have gone dry and unless some relief is in 
sight the national defense project will probably be seriously curtailed. Of course 
the irrigation of our arid land would rapidly replenish the underground wate1 
and alleviate this problem. 

The Mountain Home reclamation project stands ready for development. The 
water is available and the ways and means for diverting it have been carefully 
worked out. All that remains to be done to divert water that is now flowing 
unused to the ocean is to work out suitable means of financing. 

The Mountain Home Reclamation Association, which consists of Community 
leaders, professional and businessmen and farmers of Mountain Hoine, Idaho, is 


firmly convinced that the Hells Canyon project will do more to further the cause 


of private initiative and private enterprise than any power monopoly could eve1 
accomplish. The Mountain Home project alone would expand private enterprise 
and bring assessed valuation to our State far in excess of the valuation of any 
private power dams that might conceivably be built in Hells Canyon. 

We are cognizant of the fact that our immediate interest is only a small portior 
of the total benefits that will accrue to the Northwest and the United States in 
general. We realize that the development of this great natural resource and its 
huge block of power will continue to attract new industries and open new fron 
tiers to our people. 

We fail to see why Idaho, with its fertile soil and wonderful climate, should 


stand still, while all around us progress isin the making. Other States, where the 


natural resources are much less abundant, are developing by leaps and bounds 

It has been 7 years since the first legislation was introduced in Congress to 
authorize the Hells Canyon Dam and the Mountain Home reclamation project 
With the passing of each year more and more of the water rights are being con- 
fiscated by the private power companies. We feel that we are now standing at 
the crossroads. If our God-given resources are continued to be dissipated and 
given to the private power companies to exploit, we will be sitting in the midst of 
an arid plain for the next 500 years. 

The decision rests with you. Are you going to pass up this opportunity to 
develop this great reclamation project which contains more agriculture land 
than the entire State of Rhode Island, or are you going to help develop it and let 
Idaho participate in benefits which the other 47 States have been participating 
in in the past? 


Senator Murray. The next witness will be Mr. Albert Beattie, 
retary of the Idaho CIO Council of Communication Workers. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT G. BEATTIE, SECRETARY, IDAHO CIO 
COUNCIL OF COMMUNICATION WORKERS 


Mr. Bearrre. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate. I am 
Albert Beattie, secretary-treasurer of the Idaho CIO Political Legisla- 


tive Council which represents almost 5,000 CIO members residing 


in Idaho. I am here to testify in favor of the proposed multi- 
purpose storage dam at Hells Canyon on behalf of the Communica 
tions Workers of America, CIO, as well as on behalf of the Idaho CIO 
council, and urge that your subcommittee and the Congress act favor 
ably and without delay on S. 1333. Our national CIO, nationwide, is 
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on record by resolution of its 16th constitutional convention held 
December 1954 in favor of Federal Hells Canyon Dam. 

The ordinary workingme n, farmers, housewives, and small-business 

men are for Hells ¢ ‘anyon. As working people who are also consumers, 
we in the CWA-CIO have a direct stake in the issue which is before 
vour subcommittee during its hearings in the Pacific Northwest. 
’ The labor movement is concerned by. its very nature with high wages, 
ye ar-around employment and good working conditions. It has be en 
working constantly to attain these goals in its dealings with manage- 
ment, and it has made great strides forward. 

But it is impossib le to strive constructive ‘ly for such goals without 
taking a broader view as citizens as well as union members. In other 
words, high waves he Ip the ¢ ommunity because the Vv increase the mass 
purchasing power which sustains and expands the economy. But un- 
less productive power is increased along with consuming power, the 
whole public interest of both our own generation and those which will 
follow us is not being adequately served. 

Therefore, the communications workers and the CLO view the issue 
before us here gathered this morning as one which is symbolic of our 
record over many years of striving to bring before the public, before 
the Federal Govern ment, and to the attention of management, the 
necessity of providing for a rapidly expanding growth in production. 
The progress in this direction, it is our deep belief. will enable labor, 
the farmer, and business to share in a strengthened economy, for our 
owh progress must come along with that of the comununity and not at 
Its eXpense. 

Hells Canyon project is, in our view, a means to score an important 
and long-needed gain in providing the basis for upbuilding and stimu- 
lating the economy of Idaho, the whole Columbia Basin, and indeed 
the Nation. 

In the State of Idaho we suffer from the lack of a diversified econ- 
omy. We not only have a problem of general unemployment but a 
serious problem of disruptive seasonal unemployment. 

Energy is the key to our problem—not high-cost energy doled out 
crvudgingly only after demand for it has reached overwhelming pro- 
ees What Idaho and eastern Oregon must have is an abundant 
supply of low-cost energy such as that which will be generated at 
Hells casas and the Columbia River power system grid of the 
Federal Government with which it will be interconnected. 

We can obtain the kind of energy which will attract new industry 
only from such huge, economical sites as Hells Canyon. Our power 
niust be both abundant and cheap. It is to our rivers we must look as 
the source of our strength for abundance, 

Senate bill 1333 will reserve for Idaho and eastern Oregon 500,000 
firm kilowatts of power, which unquestionably will mean thousands 
and thousands of new jobs from the use of the power. 

The fight for full development of our Snake River has great mean- 
ing that goes far beyond Idaho and the Pacific Northwest. It is one 
of the great testing grounds of contending policies of how to develop 
the navigable streams of this Nation. On the one hand is the policy 
of abundance represented by Hells Canyon Dam, and the policy of 
scarcity and inadequacy represented by the proposal of the Idaho 
Power Co. This is a matter of the most grave and far-reaching im- 
portance to all of us everywhere. We cannot afford to sacr ifice any 
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great power site on this river by allowing less than maximum develop 
ment. 

Such an error would be one that never could be brought to rights. 
Should the Hells Canyon reach of Snake River pass from the hands 
of the people into the hands of a private monopoly, it can be almost a 
foregone conclusion that this will be the death ‘of any comprehensive, 
large-scale Federal development on the rivers of Idaho. Only the 
small, remote, and expensive sites which the power companies would 
discard from their consideration would be left. The people will have 
the crumbs and the power company the loaf. 

In conclusion, therefore, the misleading implication by Idaho 
Power that Hells Canyon is an issue of public versus private power, 
is sheer nonsense. The issue is one of full development as against 
partial development of the rivers which belong to the people. 

Another issue is that of monopoly, whether a supergovernment run 
from Augusta, Maine, by the big finance houses and insurance com- 
panies of the East should take away all power of decision from the 
people of the area 

My union and the CIO fervently hope that the Congress will get on 
with the job of developing for all the people what belongs to the 
people. Hells Canyon is a symbol of that kind of development. We 
need it and urge this committee to give it the most speedy approval. 
Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(The following statement was filed by Albert G. Beattie :) 


My name is Albert Beattie. I am secretary-treasurer of the Idaho CIO 
Political Legislative Council. I am here to testify in favor of the proposed multi- 
purpose storage dam at Hells Canyon on behalf of the Communications Workers 
of America, CIO, and urge that your subcommittee and the Congress act favor 
ably and without delay on S. 1333. 

The fact that we are gathered here today for you of the subcommittee to hear 
what we ordinary workingmen, farmers, housewives, and small-business men 
have to say about Hells Canyon gives us great pride in our representative form 
of government. It demonstrates that you, our elected representatives, are at 
tempting to obtain all possible information on this issue, not only the technical, 
engineering, and economic facts, pro and con, but how people feel. The Commu 
nications Workers of America, CIO, want to express its appreciation that you are 
earrying out your responsibilities in this fine fashion. 

As working people who are also consumers, we in the CWA-—CIO have a direct 
stake in the issue which is before your subcommittee during its hearings in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

The labor movement is concerned by its very nature with high wages, year 
round employment, and good working conditions. It has been working con- 
stantly to attain these goals in its dealings with management, and it has made 
great strides forward. 

But it is impossible to strive constructively for such goals without taking a 
broader view as citizens as well as union members. In other words, high wages 
help the community because they increase the mass purchasing power which sus 
tains and expands the economy. But unless productive power is increased along 
with consuming power, the whole public interest of both our own generation and 
those which will follow us is not being adequately served. 

Therefore, the communications workers and the CIO view the issue before 
us here gathered this morning as one which is symbolic of our record over many 
years of striving to bring before the public, before the Federal Government, and 
to the attention of management, the necessity of providing for a rapidly expand- 


ing growth in production. The progress in this direction, it is our deep belief, 
will enable labor, the farmer, and business to share in a strengthened economy. 


for our own progress must come along with that of the community and not at 
its expense. 
Hells Canyon project is, in our view, a means to seore an important and long- 


needed gain in providing the basis for upbuilding and stimulating the economy 


of Idaho and the whole Columbia Basin. 
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There will be many witnesses who will discuss the matter of energy, low- 
cost energy, and what the creating of great amounts of it has done in the past 
to set moving vast new advances in the welfare of people benefiting from its wide 
dissemination. 

Out here, the falling waters of our great river system—the Columbia—carry 
themselves across Idaho, after having been used in part to irrigate lands, to 
renerate some electric energy, and for domestic requirements. 

But having passed the Snake River Plains, the Snake plunges unchecked and 
unharnessed into a monstrous gorge, where, at Hells Canyon site, the Bureau of 
Reclamation has drawn up plans to hold back the waters by means of a huge 
storage dam, No longer will those waters be wasted, but harnessed for the 
ceood of man. 

In the State of Idaho we suffer from the lack of a diversified economy, whereby 
new industries provide the year-round jobs that are needed to bolster up a 
predominantly agricultural labor force. This lack is reflected in the reports 
from the State employment service which demonstrate how full production suf- 
fers because thousands of our citizens work only part of the year and are unem- 
ployed for long periods during the winter months until things open up on farms 
and in the woods in the spring. 

Knergy is the key to our problem. Not high-cost energy doled out grudgingly 
only after demand for it has reached overwhelming proportions. What Idaho 
and eastern Oregon must have is an abundant supply of low-cost energy such 
as that which will be generated at Hells Canyon and the Columbia River power 
system grid of the Federal Government with which it will be interconnected. 

We can obtain the kind of energy which will attract new industry only from 
such huge, economical sites as Hells Canyon. We are far from the markets of 
the East, and we have no other sources of cheap fuel. It is our rivers we must 
look to as the source of our strength for abundance. 

I have read that experts have computed the meaning of kilowatts into the 
jobs they will produce. According to those experts the addition of 75,000 low 
cost kilowatts would provide the base for $50 million in new industry or expan- 
sion of existing industries. This $50 m‘llion investment in abundance would carry 
it further—creating jobs for 7,500 industrial workers. Thus, when we place 
this in focus with the power to be generated at site and by increased production 
downstream from Hells Canyon storage releases, we can see how much this 
means—110,000 new jobs, 1.100 new retail outlets, with annual retail sales of 
about $525 million each year. This would be based on an industrial expansion 
of about $700 million in plant investment and expansion. ’ 

From a reading of S. 1333, this legislation will reserve for Idaho and eastern 
Oregon 500,000 firm kilowatts of power when the project has been constructed 
and in operation. This alone would mean about 66,000 new jobs in this area; 
year-round jobs which would mean higher consumption, greater production, 
and a definite trend away from the costly seasonal unemployment which now 
plagues us every year. These new jobs, drawing in new families, would provide 
an expanded local market for farmers in the Snake River Valley and would ease 
the attrition on their own earnings occasioned by high freight charges for ship- 
ping their produce to distant market. This also means that we in the CWA-CIO 
will be kept busy attending to the needs for new telephone service. 

You demonstrate your realization that the fight for full development of our 
Snake River has great meaning that goes far beyond Idaho and the Pacific 
Northwest. It is one of the great testing grounds of contending policies of how 
to develop the navigable streams of this Nation. On the one hand is the policy 
of abundance represented by Hells Canyon Dam, and the policy of scarcity and 
inadequacy represented by the proposal now before the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, of the Idaho Power Co. This is a matter of the most grave and far-reaching 
importance to all of us everywhere. We cannot afford to sacrifice any great 
power site on this river by allowing less than maximum development. 

Such an error would be one that never could be brought to rights. Should 
the Hells Canyon reach of Snake River pass from the hands of the people into 
the hands of a private monopoly, it can be almost a foregone conclusion that 
this will be the death of any comprehensive, large-scale Federal develop- 
ment on the rivers of Idaho. Only the small, remote, and expensive sites which 
the power companies would discard from their considerations would be left. 
The people will have the crumbs and the power company the loaf. 

This would almost without recourse catch the economy of Idaho in a strait- 
jacket to be passed on as an evidence of our weakness and shortsightedness to 
our children and theirs. 
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2 Washington Board of Trade report. 
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The labor movement, in addition to feeling, as members of their community, 
a responsibility to work with other elements for an economy of abundance and 
increased productivity, are likewise stimulated to take an active part in this 
issue because we are consumers as well as producers. 

We have had occasion to observe how the lower Columbia region served by 
the low-cost wholesale energy from the Bonneville power system has moved fa: 
ahead of Idaho which has been deprived of it by the obstruction of the Idaho 
Power Co. The extent to which the Army engineers-Bureau of Reclamation com 
prehensive plan for the Columbia ‘system has been carried out is the extent of 
the wide gap between us. 

Idaho Power electrical rates, even though they are lower than they were be 
fore Bonneville and Grand Coulee began to produce, are still, next to Utah Power 
& Light, the highest of any major utility in Pacific Northwest. 

To use only one example, Idaho Power charges a monthly rate to domestic 
consumers in its service area of $8.80 for 500 kilowatt-hours per month, this 
amount being about the average used. But in the Portland, Oreg., area served 
by Portland General Electric which purchases most of its energy from the 
Bonneville Power Administration at less cost than if it generated its own, the 
monthly rate for 500 kilowatt-hours is only $5.70. 

In other words, we in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon, some 72,366 domes 
tic customers, according to the 1952 report of the Idaho Power Co., must each 
pay an average of about $3.10 every month or 54 percent more than the people 
of Portland and vicinity for the same amount of electricity that lights ou 
homes, runs our refrigerators, stokers, hot-water heaters, radios, and washing 
machines For a year’s time this amounts to about $37. 

This may not seem much when applied to a single domestic consumer, but re 
member there are more than 72,000'° of us. Assuming an average of about 500 
kilowatt-hours” (it was actually about 420) per month, this excessive charge 
amounts in the aggregate to more than 2 million each year. Think of how much 
more this amount could have accomplished if it had been free to be spent at gro- 
cery stores, in purchase of goods at local merchants, in small savings, in paying 
small bills. 

Instead, this money went to pay dividends to stockholders, many of whom 
consist of large insurance and banking firms in the Bast. It went to pay for 
power company propaganda against us, the consumers. It is like giving a man 
with a gun the ammunition to shoot you down. 

It is our belief that this is an important illustration showing how high power 
rates penalize everyone—the consumer, the businessman, the farmer. It raises 
his overhead, and depending on the proportion of this overhead that goes int 
the purchase of electric power, it reduces the money which he would otherwise 
be buying goods and services with, expanding his operations, or perhaps saving 
for future consumptive uses. Multiply this by the number of people who buy 
power, and you can see what this means in aggregate dollars and cents taken 
out of the channels of consumption. Equally important, it freezes out industry 
which must have low-cost power to locate in one region and thus penalizes our 
entire economy. 

We believe that power companies can reduce and have reduced rates under 
the lever of Federal and public power competition, and have sold more elec- 
tricity to each customer as a result. This, as in the case of the Oregon and 
Washington utilities, has caused the rate of return for such utilities as Portland 
General Electric to increase to the point where they are in the best financial 
condition of their corporate existences. 

We can obtain the same competitive lever of cheap Federal energy if Hells 
Canyon is built and the Bonneville Power Administration’s regional transmission 
grid is extended across southern Idaho. We believe that competition of this kind 
has been shown by experience to be far superior to State regulation in forcing 
excessive rates, like Idaho Power's, downward. This is the pattern which has 
taken place on the lower Columbia. 

Therefore, the misleading implication by Idaho Power that Hells Canyon is an 
issue of public versus private power, is sheer nonsense. As I have said, this is 
an issue between full and partial development of the rivers which belong to the 
people, who must always have the right to make their own decision and not 
pass such a right over to any private corporation. 





1P. 4, Annual Report of Idaho Power Co., 1952. 
2p. 6, Annual Report of Idaho Power Co., 1952. 





, 















Sais 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 45 


That is why Idaho Power needs some competition in the power business and 
needs it quickly. This may bring it belatedly to a sense of proportion and a sense 
of its own State chartered responsibilities, which include only the generation, 
transmission, and distribution of electric energy, and not setting itself up as a 
supergovernment run out of Augusta, Maine, by the big finance houses and 
insurance companies of the East, which take away all power of decision from 
the people ef the area where it has been given permission by the States of Idaho, 
Oregon, and Nevada to do business. 

My union and the CIO fervently hope that the Congress will get on with the 
‘ob of developing for all the people what belongs to the people. Hells Canyon 
is a symbol of that kind of development. We need it and urge this committee to 
give it the most speedy approval. 


IpAHO CIO PoniricaL LEGISLATIVE CoUNCII 


The resolution that follows has been unanimously adopted on February 5, 
1955, in Boise, Idaho, by the delegates assembled in the Second Annual Conven- 
tion of the Idaho CLO Political Legislative Council. This council represents and 
is the spokesinan on legislative matters for almost 5,000 CLO members employed 
in the lumber and sawmill, communications, steel, aluminum, fabricating, oil, 
and atomic industries, and living in home communities, large and small, spread 
across the length and breadth of the State of Idaho. 


RESOLUTION No. 3—HELLS CANYON DAM 


Whereas the Federal development of multipurpose dams for power, irrigation, 
conservation, and industrial progress and expansion has fulfilled, during the 
past 20 years, the loftiest dreams of the most optimistic supporters of this 
program ; and 

Whereas the delegates, here assembled in the Second Annual Convention of the 
Idaho CIO Political Legislative Council, have every reason to anticipate the 
same performance of a Federal program in the future ; and 

Whereas we of the CIO do not subscribe to the theory that our God-given 
natural resources were meant for the exploitation of a few, but rather were 
intended for the welfare of all: and 

Whereas the primary concern of CIO unions everywhere is the welfare, pres 
ent and future, of the general public: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Second Annual Convention of the Idaho CIO Political 
Legislative Council, here assembled, without qualification, unanimously go on 
record giving its wholehearted support to a Federal Hells Canyon Dam project 


Domestic rates for 500 kilowatt-hours in Pacific Northwest 


Rate 
Idaho: (per month) 
Idaho Power Co . % rs , $8. SO 
‘Burley Municipal , de eengh caches tne ee gto 7.47 
Washington Water Power__-__- beeitee ls baad ae . 6. 71 
*Idaho Falls Municipal_...__-—-- aie ke reabe a ‘ 8. 10 
California  Packic - (Reb ) qo. onsitewtbas iaiactiecmduin 11. 34 
OR a | eS a ial ce 8.91 
*Rupert Municipal__- jeadaaeaoniai sconshaieizel en tantretieatios 7.32 
Mountain States (Sandpoint) ............._______-_- ; 8.11 
Qitieis Utiniey  ¢ Welinee yi doe wt lb. 11.3 
Oregon: 
*Eugene Municipal_..........._..- Se sae a ; 4. 93 
WCIRAIATW EN GOY BARC a sh ecsescs rads ew naib ak etic 5. 50 
Portland General Electric______________- Se ea 5. 70 
Pacific Power & Light (The Dalles) ioe 7.32 
Washington: 
*Publice Utilities District No. 1, Grays Harbor : 5. 67 
Puget Sound Power & Light (Bellingham) ._-._______ ill 6.1 
ra cenit eae 5. 80 
we ERA el eee —megeesercna a eee 


*Denotes publicly owned and operated utilities. 

NoTr.—500 kilowatt-hours is for lighting, small appliances, refrigeration, cooking, and 
hot-water heating. 

Compiled by Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Association, Boise, Idaho, from 


Power Rate Books, 1951, Publie Utilities Commissions of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington; 
Seattle Municipal Rate Schedule, 1952. 
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Senator Murray. The next witnesses will be David Dick and the: 
N. V. Sharp and Alex O. Coleman. Those three witnesses will now 
appear. Witnesses desiring to appear here this morning should be 
available promptly when their names are called. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID W. DICK, SECRETARY, PROTECTIVE UNION 
OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Dick. Mr. Chairman, my name is David W. Dick. I am secre 
tary of the Protective Union of Idaho Falls. This statement is pre- 
pared and presented by the secretary of the protective union. 

The Upper Snake River Water Users’ Protective Union is a volun 
teer organization composed of 52 canal companies and irrigation dis- 
tricts which furnish water for approximately one-half million acres 
of irrigated lands, all in a high state of cultivation, located in the 
Snake River Valley, Idaho, above American Falls, Idaho. 

The protective union, on behalf of its members, hereby places of 
record its objection to and opposition to Senate bill 1333 and its com 
panion House bill, known as and called the Hells Canyon Dam bill. 

The protective union, on behalf of its members, is opposed to this 
proposed Hells Canyon Dam authorization bill for the following rea 
sons : 

1. Commonsense dictates that from a practical and economic point 
of view water should be stored upstream in the mountain watershed 
area, and thereby prevent needless waste. Upstream storage will pro 
vide much-needed flood control, upstream and downstream, and will 
also make available additional water for the irrigation of hundreds 
of thousands of acres of arid lands in Idaho. It will provide water 
for electric power, and this water can be used over and over again 
through each successive power generator. 

2. Most of the water that flows past the Hells Canyon Dam site area 
originates in the drainage area above American Falls. The people in 
this area in Idaho who have pioneered a great irrigated, agricultural 
empire feel justified in asking that every feasible development that 
will permit the use of the water in the upper Snake River Basin, both 
for supplementing the water for 650,000 acres of irrigated land in 
that area, and for the development of new lands, be investigated and 
undertaken before additional developments on the middle Snake River 
(Weiser to Lewiston) are undertaken. 

3. There are specific projects that are ready for detailed investiga- 
tion such as additional storage above the Palisades Reservoir. Ap- 
proximately 1,000,000 acre-feet of storage can be developed in the 
canyon area above Palisades without encroaching on agricultural and 
grazing land within Wyoming. A reregulating reservoir below Pali- 
sades Dam is needed. ‘There is need for storage in tributaries of the 
Snake River in the area above American Falls. These small reservoir 
sites will provide much needed flood contro] and other multiple-pur- 
pose use benefits. 

The hearings held by the Corps of Engineers at Idaho Falls, Feb- 
ruary 15 last showed great interest in the development of our water 
resources in the upper watershed area in Idaho and Wyoming. The 
need of numerous specific projects was pointed out at these hearings 
and entered in the record. All of these projects will provide storage 
in the high watershed area in which the bulk of the annual flow of the 


he: 
1OW 


be 


ON 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 47 


Snake River originates and will permit the maximum use there. In 
addition, such upstream developme nts will provide a substantial por- 
tion of the flood control that is intended to be provided by a big dam 
at —> anyon. 

Water is Idaho’s most precious natural resource. Inadequate 
ae today is a limiting factor in the economic progress of many 
regions in the United States. While Idaho is not yet threatened with 
this obstacle to its argicultural and economic development, the ex 
perience of other regions serves to emphasize the wisdom of upstream 
water conservation, Hells Canyon Dam will seriously threaten, if not 
a" tely destroy that upstream water conse rvation program. 

In the present status of the national budget, there is and will 
continue to be restrictions on the expenditure of Federal funds for 
- servoir projects. It seems to the people of the upper Snake River 

alley that it is not reason: ible to anticipate the Federal Government’s 
fn incing concurrently within Idaho both a big dam at Hells Canyon 
site and the much needed upstream developments. 

The upstream developments that we are interested in are far less 
costly than the estimated $485 million Hells Canyon Dam. They will 
provide for storage of the water where it originates. Water does not 
wear out. It can be used over and over again from the mountain 
reservoirs to the sea. We agree with Col. F. S. Tandy, former re- 
gional head of the Army engineers office at Walla Walla, who said 
shortly after his retirement a year ago: 

Why in hell should Idaho water be permitted to rip and tear its way several 
hundred miles across the State for storage at Hells Canyon? 

). From a legal point of view Hells Canyon Dam poses a real threat 
to existing and future irrigation water rights in Idaho, and could 
destroy these water rights. Idaho has hundreds of thousands of acres 
of undeveloped arid land on which we will some day apply the surface 
and underground water of the upper Snake River watershed. We do 
not want these future water rights jeopardized or taken from us by a 
high dam at Hells Canyon. Idaho water users will fight to the last 
man to protect these water rights. 

After carefully ans ulyzing the legal problems involved as the same 
are pointed out and discussed in the legal opinion from the American 
Law Division of the Library of Congress to Congressman Hamer H. 
Hudge, of Idaho, under date of March 23, 1954, we conclude there is 
no legal way possible short of a constitutional amendment to our Fed- 
eral Constitution to protect our present and future upstream water 
rights in the drafting of a Hells Canyon bill. This constitutional 
amendment would have to be such as to divest Congress of its powers 
over navigable streams and vest complete control of these water re- 
sources of navigable rivers in the States. Without such a constitu- 
tional amendment no language can be written into the Hells Canyon 
Dam bill (that would be 1 ralid under Federal law) that could guar- 
antee to the water users of Idaho our present and future stream water 
rights. Ifa Hells Canyon Dam bill is enacted under existing law, 
and it develops after the dam is constructed that there is insufficient 
downstream flow for its operation, Congress could in the exercise of 
constitutional powers, require release of waters from the agricultural 
and upstream areas in Idaho, and curtail the right to the use of these 
waters for irrigation which exist under Idaho law. The decisions of 
the Supreme Court of the United States bear out this conclusion. 
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Congress is fully aware of the constitutional powers vested in it in 
the control of navigable streams, and in this connection we direct your 
attention to the very language of Senate bill 1333 which seeks | to 
authorize Hells Canyon Dam. We quote from the bill, 

That in order to foster comprehensive development of the resources of the Snake 
River and its tributaries, the Congress, in the exercise of its constitutional 
authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate commerce among the 
States * * *, 

We oppose Hells Canyon Dam legislation under existing law. We 
oppose any legislation that will permit the Federal Government to 
take water, reserved under Idaho law for irrigation purposes, and us¢ 
it to operate a Hells Canyon Dam. 

We will oppose just as strenuously any private dams on the Snake 
River if they encroach on or in any way jeopardize our water riglits 
for irrigation. 

Again we repeat—commonsense dictates that the most logical plan 
for the development of the water resources of the Snake River Basi: 
is to commence and carry to conclusion the complete development of 
the water resources in the high watershed area. Such a plan is eco 
nomically sound as it will result in flood control, additional water for 
irrigation, and will permit the use of the water for power develop 
ment over and over again on its way downstream. 

Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you Mr. Dick. 


STATEMENT OF N. V. SHARP, MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS OF THE TWIN FALLS CANAL CO., IDAHO 


Mr. Suare. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, distinguished 
guests. My name is N. V. Sharp. I reside at Filer, Idaho. I have 
lived there since 1907, raised a family, and have owned and operate 
my own farms until I retired a few years ago. 

I am a member of the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal 
Co. and have been since 1924. I was president of the Idaho State 
Reclamation Association for 12 years (from 1937 until 1949) and 
upon retiring as president I was honored with a life membership 1) 
that association. Also I spent 4 years on the State Water Conserva 
tion Board of Idaho by appointment of the Governor, and I was one 
of the 10 he appointed to go to Salt Lake City in 1932 at which time 
the National Reclamation Association was formed. I was elected to 
the first board of directors and have served continuously in that capac- 
ity since that time—almost 24 years. I have served as a member of 
the committee of nine in Water District No. 36 for approximately 28 
years and have ne *n chairman for the last 8 years. This committee 
might be said to be the board of directors for operation and distribu- 
tion of the waters of Snake River for use in the Snake River Valley. 
Water District No. 36 encompasses the entire Snake River areas in 
Idaho from its upper reaches in southeastern Idaho to King Hill in 
south central Idaho. This includes more than 1144 million irrigated 
acres. I am authorized to appear here in behalf of the committee oi 
nine. At this time I would like to, if the members of the committee 
of nine are in this group, I would like to have them to stand. I think 
it is very important, Mr. Chairman. I think the committee is all here 
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and you will see in my statement later that this is a widely recom- 
mended area in the part of Idaho where most of the irrigators oe 
| would like to call Mr. J. H. Silbaugh. W ill they all stand as I ca | 
them. Mr. Redfield, Burley; Leonard Game, Rigby; George Hanson ; 
Mir. Murdock, Blackfoot; R. W. Walker, Rexburg; Alex Paulman, and 
| think Mr. Coleman is back here ready to come in and ippear. ( lif 
ford Storesby, who is sick abed could not be here and myself consist 
of the committee of nine. ; ; 

Senator Murray. Mr. Sharp, if you wish, a complete statement will 
be printed in the record as 1f delivered. We could save time. 

Mr. SHARP. I appreciate that, Mr. ¢ hairman, but there are certain 
[ don't intend to read part of it. ! 

Senator Murray. You may proceed as you desire. | 

Mr. Snare. In addition, I am authorized to appear before this 
committee in behalf of the Twin Falls Canal Co. I should like to add 
that I was appointed by the president of the Idaho State Reclamat ion 
(ssociation as chairman of a coordinating committee to appear in 
opposition to the legislation that was introduced in 1952, H, R. 5748, 
which would have authorized the Hells Canyon Dam, and I did appear 
n opposition before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs during the 
spring of 1952. Iam now appearing in opposition to S. 1333, recent ly 
introduced in the Senate, and to the several bills introduced in the 
Hfouse to authorize the Hells Canyon project. 

The Twin Falls Canal Co. is comprised of over 200,000 acres of 
Carey Act project lands, situated on the southern side of Snake River 
in south central Idaho. There are a number of cities in the project, 
the largest being Twin Falls with a population of approximately 
20.000. This project is very highly developed and one of the most 
productive in the entire Northwest. The water for this project is 
diverted from the Milner Dam, the largest major divesion on the main 
stream of the Snake River. Our main canal carries 3,600 second feet. 
Our major water right is natural flow. However, we have storage 
space in Jackson Lake of approximately 100,000 acre-feet and 152,000 
acre-feet in American Falls Reservoir. Our project was financed and 
built by private enterprise. All the space that we have in these two 
reservoirs was paid for in cash before construction started, 

The stockholders of this canal company by overwhelming votes at 
the last several annual meetings have adopted resolutions in opposition 
to the proposed Federal Hells Canyon Dam. Their views are best 
expressed by the resolution adopted at its last annual meeting on 
January 11 of this year. A copy of this resolution is attached to this 
statement. 

Irrigation districts and canal companies representing the over- 
whelming majority of the irrigated area in southern Idaho have passed 
resolutions in opposition to a Federal Hells Canyon project. 

_ There are a number of reasons why we are opposed to the author- 
ization of a Federal high Hells Canyon Dam. 

It is not an irrigation project nor does it have any irrigation fea- 
tures. It is a power project pure and simple. The future develop- 
ment and prosperity of southern Idaho depends upon.the full utiliza- 
tion for beneficial consumptive uses of the waters of the Snake River 
and its tributaries. There are now 2,600,000 irrigated acres in the 
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Snake River Valley and this is only the beginning. We are definitely 
opposed to any limitation on the future irrigation development in 
Idaho and we feel that the Federal Hells Canyon Dam would be a defi 

nite threat not only to future development but also to our existing 
water rights. While I am informed that there is some attempt to put 
some protective language in this bill, we do not believe it offers any 
real protection. As Congressman Budge said when these bills were 
introduced, “There is nothing to prevent some future Congress from 
repealing any protective language if it later appears that our irri 

gation water is needed to mi: ake this huge powerplant feasible.” We 
in Idaho are very much concerned regarding our existing rights be 

cause of the claims by the Federal Government that private appro 
priators acquire no rights to navigable streams. There is a continuous 
threat by the Feder: al Government to extend Federal jurisdiction and 
control, irrespective of State laws, by interpreting its powers under 
the commerce clause to include the production of hydroelectric power, 
flood control, and watershed development. We are concerned about 
Federal control and domination over the water resources of the 
Western States under the guise of the commerce clause in disregard 
of State laws. 

Furthermore, we are opposed to the project because private capital 
is ready, willing, and able to develop the power sites in the Hells 
Canyon stretch of the river. Upward of 90 percent of the irrigation 
development in the Snake River Valley has been initiated by private 
enterprise under State laws. We are fully in accord with the part 
nership concept of water-resources development which means, as we 
interpret it, local determination of projects to meet local needs and 
Federal participation only where needed, without Federal control. 
This means maximum conservation of taxpayers’ funds which is im 
portant to every citizen. 

Furthermore, if this proposed dam is authorized and constructed 
by the Federal Government instead of by private capital the State 
of Idaho will not receive the taxes so vitally needed by the State for 
the future development of State projects. The increased taxes pay 
able by private power companies to the State, as well as to the counties 
which would be affected, will lighten the heavy taxation load now 
borne by the citizens and industries of the State. Idaho is in desper 
ate need of more revenue for roads, schools, ete. I am informed that 
the evidence in the record at the Federal Power Commission hearing 
in Washington indicates that the State of Idaho alone, and its public 
bodies, would receive annually approximately $4,000,000 in taxes, i/ 


these projects are developed by private enterprise. Over the 50-year 


license period this would amount to approximately $200,000,000. This 
does not include a tremendous sum that would be paid to the Federal 
Government in income taxes. 

In conclusion, we are further opposed to these bills because the ques 
tion whether the Hells Canyon stretch of the river should be developed 
by the Federal Government or by private enterprise has been submit- 
ted to the Federal Power Commission. This is the agency that Con- 
gress has given the function and responsibility to decide this question. 


Hearings on the Idaho Power Co.’s applications extended over a year 


and the question has not been submitted to the Federal Power Com- 
mission. It has all the technical data before it. That Commission 
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should be permitted to decide this question without any political in- 
terference. ee 

| emphasize again that we are concerned that our existing water 
rights, and the water rights that will be acquired for future devel 
opment of Idaho, are placed in jeopardy by this proposed project. 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas the future growth and development of southern Idaho depends en 
tirely on its ability to expand and enlarge the future consumptive and bene 
ficial use of water on new areas of land, as well as the preservation of all the 
water rights appurtenant to its present irrigated areas; and 

Whereas Idaho has many thousands of acres of high-grade land upon which 
it may be possible to economically apply irrigation water in the future ; and 

Whereas the only source of water to either supply the future needs of lands 
inadequately irrigated, or new areas to be irrigated in the future, is from Snake 
River and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas it is paramount to the future of Idaho that no downstream hydro 
electric developments be permitted unless all of the rights of Idaho to its future 
erowth and development from an irrigation standpoint are fully and adequately 
protected ; and 

Whereas it appears that legislation that has been introduced in Congress to 
authorize the construction of a high Hells Canyon Dam by the United States does 
not adequately protect the rights of Idaho to expand and enlarge its use of irriga 
tion water in the future and also may jeopardize many other economic rights 
of Idaho: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the stockholders of the Twin Falls Canal Co. at its annual 
meeting on the 11th day of January 1955, are opposed to such legislation and urge 
that it be defeated, and that copies of this resolution be sent to all Members of 
the Idaho congressional delegation. 

Senator Murray. Reports have reached me to the effect that it is 
very warm in this auditorium this morning and I am sure you will 
all agree with me that we should expedite these hearings as rapidly as 
possible. It is now approaching 11 o’clock and I am proposing that we 
divide the time now between the opponents and the proponents, giving 
each side 30 minutes and then someone will be permitted to summarize 
arguments, take 10 minutes for that purpose on both sides, proponents 
and exponents. With that understanding we will call now Mr. Alex 
Coleman, St. Anthony, Idaho, Upper Snake River Irrigation District. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX 0. COLEMAN, ST. ANTHONY, IDAHO, DIREC- 
TOR OF THE IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, REPRE- 
SENTING THE UPPER SNAKE RIVER VALLEY, AND DIRECTOR 
OF THE TWIN GROVES CANAL & IRRIGATION CO. 


_Mr. Coteman. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, and in par- 
ticular our delegation from Idaho, Senator Dworshak, Senator Welker, 
and Congresswoman Mrs. Pfost, I am Alex O. Coleman, a farmer and 
stockman of St. Anthony, Idaho. My home place consists of a quarter 
section of land which is irrigated by the waters of the North Fork, or 
Henry’s Fork, of the Snake River, with supplemental water from the 
Island Park Reservoir of the Fremont-Madison Irrigation District. 

[ also operate a small farm in Madison County. The water for this 
acreage is provided by the Teton River, which for many years has pre- 
sented a serious flood-control problem in the communities through 
which it passes. 

At the present time I am a member of the Committee of Nine, which 
regulates and manages the distribution of water for water district 36. 
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I am a director of the Idaho State Reclamation Association, represent 
ing the upper Snake River Valley. For the past 15 years I have bee 
a director of the Twin Groves Canal & Irrigation Co. which furnishe 
the larger portion of the “natural flow” water for my farm. 

My entire life by choice has been devoted to agricultural pursuits 
My father and grandfather were farmers and stockmen. In view of 
these positions, my occupation and my hereditary background, I fee] 
that I can honestly and adequately testify before you in opposition t 
S. 1333, as a representative of my friends and neighbors and all others 
who are interested in the future welfare of the State of Idaho. 

Farmers of Idaho are justly proud of the heritage given to them b 
their pioneer predecessors, and it is their desire to pass on to future 
generations these rights and privileges. 

When Idaho was admitted to the Union as a State, her constitutior 
was accepted by the Members of Congress and Senators from the 4: 
States of the Union. One paragraph of this constitution in particular 
grants and regulates the right of the use of water within the State. | 
quote : 

Water being essential to the industrial prosperity of the State, and all agricu 
tural development throughout the greater portion of the State depending ppo1 
its just apportionment to, nd economical use by, those making a beneficial app! 
cation of the same, its control shali be in the State, which, in providing for it 
use, Shall equally guard all the various interests involved. All the waters of 
the State, when flowing in their natural channels, including the waters of a 
natural springs and lakes within the boundaries of the State 

I should like you to pay particular attention to this clause: 
are declared to be the property of the State, whose duty it shall be to supervis 
their appropriation and allotment to those diverting the same therefrom for an 
beneficial purpose, and the right to the use of any waters of the State for useful 
or beneficial purposes is recognized and confirmed; and the right to use of an) 
of the public waters which have heretofore been or may hereafter be allotted 
or beneficially applied, shall not be considered as being the property right in itself 
but such right shall become 
and this is important— 
the complement of, or one of the appurtenances of, the land or other thing to 
which, through necessity, said water is being applied: and the right to continue 
the use of any such water shall never be denied or prevented from any cause tha) 
the failure on the part of the user thereof to pay the ordinary charges or assess 
ments which may be made to cover the expenses for delivery of such water. 

Under these guaranties, the farmers of Idaho have felt very secure. 
But now we have a bill introduced in the Senate, S. 1333, which asks 
the people of Idaho to relinquish all the privileges guaranteed them 
by their State. We feel that persons advocating the passage of such 
a bill are endeavoring to give away something which does not legally 
belong to them. We Idahoans are jealous of our State’s natural 
resources. 

We are unable to understand why the Congressman and Senators o! 
other States have permitted themselves to become parties to a social- 
istie conspiracy to deprive Idaho of its constitutional right to super- 
vise the distribution of its water which is our most valuable natural 
resource. I wonder what these same men and their constituents at 
home would say, and what their reaction would be, were our Members 
of Congress and Senators drawn into an unholy alliance to deprive 
their States of their right to administer and control their most valuable 
natural resource ? 
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Let me draw your attention to my personal reasons for opposing any 
bill of the nature of the one we are considering today. 

Countless columns in the Congressional Record and other publica- 
tions have been used to amplify the so-called virtues of a Federal Hells 
Canvon Dam. One of the much-publicized issues is the flood-control 
feature. To my knowledge these assertions are woefully overdone and 
highly misleading. As an example, during the 1948 flood the highest 
maximum discharge of Snake River at Oxbow, which is the last gaging 
station above the present proposed Federal Hells Canyon Dam site, 
was 55.100 second-feet. Now compare these figures of the very same 
time with those of the Salmon River at Whitebird, which maximum 
discharge was 103,000 second-feet ; and the maximum discharge of the 
Clearwater River at Spalding for the same period was 177,000 second- 
feet. On which river then is the flood control needed? You be the 
judges. 
~ Tf Federal funds are available for flood-control purposes, it is logical 
that these funds should be invested on the rivers where flood waters 
originate. 

So I ask you, is it water for the generating of power that these peo- 
ple are asking? Is it flood control these people are wishing to provide ¢ 
Or is it power over the control of water? To my way of thinking, 
the latter with the many ramifications is their objective. To substan- 
tiate my questioning of their seeming sincerity in this matter, may I 
quote from the late Dr. Carl D. Thompson, who for many years prior 
to his death was employed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 
He made this statement: 

The movement for public superpower becomes the most vital phase of the public 
ownership movement. The control of electric power * * * will obviously carry 
with it the control of the industries of the Nation, the control of transportation, 
of mining, and of agriculture * * *. It will also dominate and determine very 
largely the domestic life of the people * * *. Electric power is the key to the 
coming civilization. The struggle, therefore, is to secure the public ownership 
and control of this great strategic resource * * * may yet become the supreme 
issue * * * of America. 

Another fallacy of the bill is the claim that it absolutely protects 
upstream water rights. This is only sop for the gullible, for if it is 
enacted with its flood control and navigation provisions, the Federal 
Government under the decisions of the United States Supreme Court 
will have paramount right and an entirely new set of codes would have 
to be established as our State courts would have no jurisdiction what- 
soever over our water rights. In other words, we shall have given to 
the Federal Government right to all the waters of the Snake River 
drainage area. The thousands upon thousands of dollars which have 
been spent for the clarification of these State rights would have gone 
down the river with our water. 

We are fearful that during the lean years of natural moisture, when 
our reservoirs do not fill, and when big industry has been developed 
on the lower regions of the river, that political pressure could be ap- 
plied, and that some Federal officiai would say: “Open the gates to 
the reservoirs as we are desperately in need of water for power.” 

Under these conditions it is logical to believe that the Federal Gov- 
ernment, with from 1% to 1 billion dollars invested in a gigantic power 
dam would be more likely to protect its huge development of subsi- 
dized industries than the water rights of the citizens of the upper re- 
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gions of Snake River, inasmuch as our voting numbers are numerically 
small in comparison with the thickly populated States of Washington 
and Oregon. 

Fortunately we have been forewarned, through the attitude of the 
individuals sponsoring this hearing, of the bitter dose they intend to 
administer to us outside our own territory. We are, if the facts are 
to be considered, the grassroots of Snake River. 

We had hoped that the will of the people of the Snake River Valle) 
as expressed at the last general election in Idaho would be respected. 
In that valley each candidate for office who supported the Hells 
Canyon Dam philosophy was overwhelmingly defeated. Such does 
not seem to be the case. 

We are told by the proponents of the Federal Hells Canyon Dam 
that it is needed “for a greater America.” But is it not true that the 
welfare of agriculture is the backbone of the State of Idaho and the 
Nation / 

[ can think of many ways of developing electric power other than 
by the use of water. But there is only one way of producing fat lambs 
and steers, or growing sugar beets, potatoes, and grain. To produce 
these essential food products, equally necesary for making a greater 
America, we must have water and land. Hydroelectric power is a 
poor substitute for bread and butter. 

Gentlemen, Idahoans are proud of the present form of their State 
government, as you are equally proud of your individual States. 
W hy should we be asked to lose our sovereignty? Why should we 
submit to Federal dictatorship ? 

Someone has said, “Free men and free women and free enterprise 
are the fundamental factors in world progress.” 

Gentlemen, I thank you for the consideration you have given me. 

Senator Murray. The opposition has 12 minutes le ft. The next 
witness will be Grant Gardner, Payette. 


STATEMENT OF GRANT GARDNER, REPRESENTING THE WATER 
USERS OF THE POWER PAYETTE VALLEY 


Mr. Garpner. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the con- 
gressional panel, I am very sorry that I was not apprised of the fact 
that I was to appear this morning. 

I speak for, and in behalf of one of the oldest irrigated sections of 
Idaho and the West, the water users of the Power Payette Valley. 
Their use started before the turn of the century and when reclamation 
was in its infancy. I am attempting to represent 50,000 acres of land, 
and 15,000 people located largely within Payette County. 

The area was developed by. private capital, and is served by numer- 
ous independent canal companies by water diverted largely from the 
natural flow of the Payette River. 

My personal interest is that of a landowner and operator. I was 
for many years secretary of one of the irrigation companies, and am 
currently president of a rather loosely drawn organization known as 
the Payettte Valley Water Users Association, which embraces all of 
the Payette Valley, approximately 150,000 acres. 

The large majority of the residents of my area have opposed and 
will continue to oppose any pending Hells Canyon Dam proposals. 
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Their opposition is predicated not on the public versus private power 
controversey, but on local irigation factors, namely because every 
Hells Canyon Dam proposal suggests a diversion of water and power 
revenue to develop Mountain Home Desert. 

We admit that we and our forebearers have been a trifle negligent 
and delinquent in not more firmly establishing our cherished rights. 
We failed in our infancy to recognize the competition that has de- 
veloped for the use of the waters of the Snake and its tributaries. In 
our desire to avoid adjudication we have failed to secure, in many 
instances, proper stipulative decrees. Our case today rests on prior 
use, continued natural flow of the Payette River, and perhaps a liberal 
reclamation attitude. 

We admit we have a surplus of water, and we hope that by cooper 
ative effort it can wisely and beneficially be used. But, we assert that 
the United States Bureau of Reclamation has over the past 2 decades 
been evasive, collusive, and to a degree autocratic so far as our interests 
are concerned. 

Some years ago we surrendered a filing on a dam site, at Carbarton 
on the Payette River, in order to clear the way for erection of the 
Cascade Dam. At that time a contract was executed, promising us 4 
firm bottom-storage right in the Cascade Reservoir. Either inad- 
vertently, or conveniently, this contract disappeared and to this day 
we have never been able to arbitrate a new one upon the basis of the 
old one. They talk only in terms of top storage, and at a greatly 
increased acre-foot cost. 

The Bureau has insisted that no contract for storage or natural-flow 
rights can be negotiated until a comprehensive study of the river has 
been made. We charge that they have been dilatory. 

They, the Bureau, have indicated that our theoretical needs should 
not exceed 5 acre-feet. We, from a practical viewpoint, insist we need 
between 7 and 8 feet. This is due to our diversification, our small 
acreages, and the fact that our projects were not engineered and con- 
structed at public expense. 

L would make this observation, since the whole argument seems to 
revolve about upstream diversion depleting the flow of water over 
downstream dams, how can the proponents consistently contend that 
you can by a single stroke of legislation, irrigate 150,000 acres more 
land upstream and at the same time not aggravate this severely 
strained point? 

An honest survey of this year’s runoff in the Snake River water- 
shed should prove the fallacy and unsoundness of such a proposal. 

Perhaps a trifle selfishly, we look apprehensively at even the Scriver 
Creek power diversion because fluctuations in the natural flow of the 
river pose for us very severe problems. 

Until such time as the Bureau of Reclamation sees fit to give us a 
fair contract for bottom storage in Cascade Dam at a price not greatly 
in excess of that originally agreed on, and assurance that sufficient 
natural flow in the Payette River will be maintained to insure us 
adequate water during all seasons of the year, we will continue to 
oppose any Hells Canyon project that envisions upstream diversions 
on the Payette River to any other area. 

As a final and personal observation, permit me to suggest that in 
view of our acute agricultural surplus problems we should never dis- 
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sipate power revenues on a financially unfeasible reclamation pr oject. 
Let’s quit talking in terms of interest components, and so forth. Let’: 
make power alone justify its existence. Let’s make reclamation stand 
upon its own economic legs and let’s not confuse the issues. 

Let’s be honest, realistic , and practical and with peacetime atomi 
development, and improved agricultural practice, I feel certain that 
Idho can develop and prosper without the burden either of a Hell; 
Canyon Dam, or an economically unsound reclamation development. 

Senator Murray. Next witness is Mr. Perry A. Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF PERRY A. NELSON, PAST PRESIDENT OF THE 
POCATELLO (IDAHO) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, and Mrs. Pfost. It is my 
pleasure at this time to present the views of several of our distinguished 
gentlemen from our vicinity of the State. My name, Mr. Chairman, 
is Perry A, Nelson, realtor from Pocatello, rn past president of 
the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce. I think I should say in passing 
that I am very pleased and happy with the manner in which this 
hearing has been conducted. A certain little political note has been 
interjected into it by the State chairman of the Democratic Party. | 
fee] he stated in the beginning that he felt that all the Democrat 
were a hundred percent behind his position on this issue except a few 
unenlightened ones. I assume that he had reference to me and a few 
of my friends. I wish to state for his edification that I know many 
Democrats who are sufficiently enlightened to this issue to oppose his 
position on it. The letters I refer to in opposition to the high dam 
at Hells Canyon were presented by Mr. E. A. Collins, manager of the 
Intermountain Equipment Co.; Mr. R. D. Gallafent, owner of the 
Bannock Motor Co.; Mr. Norman Steele, secretary- treasurer, Garrett 
Freight Lines, and Mr. Harley Martin; Mr. a B. Yearsley, district 
inanager of the Kraft Food Corp. ; Mr, L. C. Johnson, Mr. Ralph 
Comstock, Sr., executive vice president of the First Security Bank 
Mr. Henry Green, manager of KSI; Mr. C. Ed Prandrow and Mr. 
Grant Dickmore. 

(The following letter was read by Mr. Nelson :) 


To Whom It May Concern: 

The undersigned, chairman of the Board of City Commissioners of the City 
of Pocatello, Idaho, wishes to interpose objections to the proposition of Federal 
construction of the controversial high dam on the Snake River at Hells Canyon 
for the following principal reasons and beliefs: 

1. The belief that State rights in the waters of the Snake River and its tribu- 
taries should be perpetuated ; 

2. That properties of public utilities services should remain as taxing units 
of the State and local governments rather than tax-exempt properties of the 
Federal Government; 

3. The belief that private capital for construction as proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. can better be employed upon this project ; and 

4. The belief that the generation of hydroelectric power from the Snake River 
sources can be produced more beneficially through the media of three nominal 
size dams, as proposed by the Idaho Power Co., rather than through the medium 
of the proposed high dam by the Federal Government. 

Respectfully, 
Ray S. Hunter, 
Chairman, Board of City Commissioners, Pocatello, Idaho. 
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Mr. Netson. The statement that I am about to read has been pre- 
pared by the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce and is as follows: 


The Pocatello Chamber of Commerce renews its previous objections to Fed- 
eral construction of a high dam in Hells Canyon under the role of flood control 
and regulation of flow for downstream power production, as previously filed in 
1951 and 1954 in hearings similar to this, and your attention is called to these 
previous objections. f fw | 

triefly, these covered the points that Government power is in direct competi 
tion to private industry; the costs of the construction are veiled and confused 
with interjections of evaluations set for various types of nebulous benefits of 
doubtful actual value, and the eventual production of power, if ever, will be subsi- 
dized by numerous escape clauses covering the local areas of government which 
our ciitzens are forced to provide from their own resources, first having paid 
heavily for Federal levies upon us. 

Under the best possible draft of any authorizing legislation, the peril of future 
encumbrances and entanglements to our present and future developments based 
on the use of water for irrigation remain a field of chance, for no Congress may 
obligate another, none may invade the field of constitutional rights and guaranties, 
nor guarantee future interpretations of its own acts by the Judicial Department 
of Government, 

The preexisting statement that this dam was an absolute for national defense 
has been toned down now to fit the present tenor of events, and we point out 
that similar pleas now regarding the immediate necessity for peacetime opera- 
tions and developments will likewise prove to be merely an argument pro tem for 
the further advance of socialization of industry under any possible argument. 
Our area has been adequately served by private industry in keeping with our 
needs, and our greatest objection to the power phase is that we shall need more 
power in our area before any possible production under Federal construction 
schedules. 

That such so-called sources of cheap power are necessary for development of 
economic units from our vast natural resources is best disputed in our own area 
by the visible and permanent industrial installations which have been made 
serviced by private power, while the facilities for public power are still in only 
the argumentative stages. 

If such power were to be produced, the benefit to Idaho, if such it proved to 
be, might easily be taken from us by the more populous areas on the Pacific coast 
under the theory of the greatest good for the greatest number, with little voice 
from us as to what constitutes the good. 

With more than 60 percent of the land area of our State, truly a vast expanse, 
under Federal ownership, we cannot endorse any plan to further reduce the 
tools of production at our hands required to meet the ever-continuing rising costs 
of Federal operations in our State, and in the Nation, and around the world. 
Meantime, we ourselves would have to provide local governmental services from 
the meager assets at hand without new additions for those purposes. 

The history of the development of irrigation in southern Idaho has a 60 year 
record of continual effort to improve and make secure the water rights now held 
on the older irrigated lands, and since we are immediately adjacent to, and in- 
terested in, the Michaud Flats development, we have no desire ot see whose who 
will convert this from desert to production endangered or jeopardized or inter 
fered with in their future consumptive use of water for any downstream purpose. 
With private power, the guaranty that they will not be interfered with will lie 
with our own people, but our own processes within the State. With Federal 
development, the control, direction and interest will all lie far removed and 
remote from the protections which they must have, and which we could give them. 

The action which we urge of the Congress is first, not to build the high dam 
on the Snake River, and second to take early steps to end the seemingly endless 
stream of argument impeding the efforts of those corporately organized among 
us, to do the job for ourselves at an early date. 


(The following statement was filed by Mr. Perry A. Nelson) 


I wish to express my opposition to the construction of the high dam at Hells 
Canyon by the Federal Government. It is my belief that except in instances 
where private industry cannot or will not supply the requirements of our econ- 
omy, the Federal Government should keep entirely divorced from competing 
with private industry. To do otherwise strikes at the very heart of our free- 
enterprise system. 








58 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


It appears to me that the efforts on behalf of Hells Canyon are primarily agi 
tated by persons and organizations who show a distinct preference to Federal! 
control of other basic industry as well. 

The cost of Hells Canyon Dam has been estimated at over a half billion do] 
lars. This money comes from the people. The dam contemplated by privat« 
industry cost the taxpayers nothing but instead will return to this State millions 
of dollars in tax revenue. 

Certainly we need more power in Idaho and we need it now. The Idaho Power 
Co. has served this area well. They stand ready to construct these low-head 
dams to supply our expanding industries. I have been given to understand that 
they would probably be under construction on some of these sites at this very 
moment if it were not for the delaying tactics of the public power advocates 

From the best information I can obtain, the high dam would flood out thess 
upper river sites. It is my understanding that there are downriver locations 
which have considerable merit for dams of the Hells Canyon type. If power is 
required on the Pacific coast and private industry cannot supply it, why not use 
these downstream sites and for heaven’s sake, don’t ruin our Gem State power 
locations just to satisfy a philosophy, which if carried to its ultimate conclusions 
would result in the destruction of our system of government. 

Respectfully submitted, 
PERRY A. NELSON, 
Owner, Western Real Estate Co. 


Senator Murray. There are 3 minutes left to the opposition. Does 
any witness on behalf of the opposition wish to make a statement / 
Mr. Aram or David Doane. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID DOANE ON BEHALF OF THE BOISE (IDAHO) 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Doane. Mr. Chairman, Senators and Mrs. Pfost. I am au- 
thorized and directed to appear here this morning on behalf of the 
Boise Chamber of Commerce. I will not take time to read this entire 
statement since there are 3 minutes left, but I will summarize briefly 
the position taken by the Boise Chamber of Commerce in regard to 
this matter. The Boise Chamber is unequivocally opposed to 3. 1333 
now pending before Congress, such opposition is based upon the fol 
lowing grounds and for the followi ing reasons: 


First. We are not satisfied that it is necessary for the Federal Government 
to build a dam in order to realize the full development of the Snake River and 
its tributaries. It appears that the Idaho Power Co., a private utility, has for 
several years had its application filed with the Federal Government for permis- 
sion to construct three low-head dams in the Hells Canyon area to furnish hydro- 
electric power, and that such company is financially and technically equipped to 
accomplish construction and produce the resulting electric power. The proposal 
of S. 1333 seems to us to be nothing more than an attempt on the part of the 
Federal Government to invade the power business under the guise of publi 
welfare and constitutes an unreasonable interference by Government with pri- 
vate enterprise. 

Second. If such proposal becomes law, we are fearful that the Federal 
Government would then have an instrumentality whereby it could and would 
exercise control of the Snake River and every little stream, creek and ditch 
within the State of Idaho, which could be classified as a tributary. We believe 
such control would jeopordize and interfere with and endanger the water rights 
of the Idaho farmers in southern Idaho, whose activities constitute a very vital 
part of the economy of this State. Such control would also retard and prevent 
industrial development that by necessity depends on the dual use of the same 
water resources. There is already too much control by the Federal Government 
and we do not care to encourage more. 

Third. Should the Federal Government accomplish the construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam, as proposed by 8. 1333, we believe that the taxpayers money would 
be expended for excessive costs of construction, and that the project would re- 
sult in no material source for revenue by means of taxes at the local, State, and 
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Federal levels. While if private enterprise were permitted to accomplish the 
proposed project, a tremendous tax source would be available to the counties, 
and the States of both Oregon and Idaho. 

Fourth. We adhere to the proposition that the Government should not do nor 
attempt to do what the people should and can do as well for themselves. We 
are not believers in the socialistic philosophy of government. We believe that 
S. 1333 is another dangerous step towards the socialization of our Nation. 

Approved and adopted by the Board of Directors of the Boise Chamber of 
Commerce this 30th day of March, 1955. 

, Vice President. 

I hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution is a true and correct 
copy of the resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of the Boise Chamber 
of Commerce on the date above indicated. 

Ear. C, REYNOLDS, Manager. 


(The following document was filed by Mr. Doane:) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, in April, 1952, the members of the Boise Chamber of Commerce ex- 
pressed by an overwhelming referendum vote, its opposition to the construction 
of the Hells Canyon Dam by the Federal Government, as then proposed by H. R. 
573, and 

Whereas, certain United States Senators have introduced on March 8, 1955, a 
new bill known as 8S. 1333, in the Senate of the United States, proposing the 
same, or nearly the same legislation ; and 

Whereas, there appears to be no substantial change of conditions affecting the 
proposal and reasons for the opposition of the Boise Chamber of Commerce to 
such legislation, and 

Whereas a committee of the United States Senate intends to order a public 
hearing at Boise, Idaho on April 4, 1955, for the purpose of obtaining an indica- 
tion of public feeling and sentiment with regard to such proposed bill: now 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That David Doane be, and he is hereby authorized and directed to 
appear at such hearings and present the statement for and on behalf of the Boise 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Murray. The opponents have now exhausted their time so I 
will call on the proponents from here on for the next half hour. I 
wish to state in connection with the opponent representatives here 
today that there may be others who wish to present statements in addi- 
tion to those whose names appear upon the list we have here. Of 
course, if any citizen desires to make a statement all he has to do is to 
mail it to us in Washington and we will see that it is made a part of 
the record. 

Senator Watkins. Mr. Chairman, I thought there were 41 listed 
witnesses in opposition. I suggest that those gentlemen who have pre- 
pared their statements now be permitted to file them in the record 
as if they had been made orally. I wish to make that—I understand 
that when Mr. Mapes was in the field arranging for appearances for 
witnesses it was stipulated that the names must be presented and when 
you invite everyone to mail statements to the committee in Washing- 
ton I raise the point that that is a reversal of the original plan that 
was set up for the appearance of witnesses. And I think there should 
be some limitation which would take care of those who requested the 
right to appear, not leave the door wide open for hundreds, possibly 
thouands who did not ask to testify to mail in their statements. 

Senator Murray. There may be some merit to that and I will ac- 
cept your recommendation. All those witneses who have been re- 
quested to appear here and have their names on the list may file their 
statements now, and they will be made a part of the record. 
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Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, that rule may include the two state- 
ments that were left at the hotel, by men I do not know, who re- 
quested that their statements be made part of the record. One from 

. D. Fairchild and one from Arlas McCurry. They spoke to me out- 
side of the banquet hall last night and said they left these statements 
and hoped I would make them a part of the record. 

Senator Murray. They will be made a part of the record as re- 
quested. 

(The letters referred to appear in that portion of the transcript 
consisting of the exhibits. ) 

Senator Murray. The first witness on behalf of the proponents will 
be Clarence Friesen, State Representative, Farmers’ Union; then Mr. 
Emerine, publisher of the Idaho Farm Journal; then Everett Gunn 
They should be prepared to appear. Mr. Friesen. 


STATEMENT OF C. E. FRIESEN, CALDWELL, IDAHO, REPRESENTING 
THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Friesen. Honorable members and chairman of the Senate In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, my name is C. E. Friesen. | 
ama farmer. I live at Caldwell, Idaho, route 5 and am representing 
the National Farmers Union for the State of Idaho, acting for the 
State Chairman, Jerry Evans. As you know we have already en- 
dorsed the high Hells Canyon Dam to be built by the Government 
from the local, State, and national level. 

Because we believe it will be beneficial to the farmers of Idaho, the 
people, the State, the Nation and the world. We have carefully 
weighed all statements and complaints that we have heard from the 
opposition to find what stand to take. We find nothing in the com- 
plaints that cannot be more than offset by the good they can do. 

We have been told that it would impede navigation. We find it 
will help. 

We have been told that it will take 50 years to pay for it. It will 
last for thousands when kept in good repair. ‘That in addition to 
paying for itself in 50 years it will not only pay for itself but will 
pay all operating costs, will pay interest on the investment and will 
contribute funds to the United States that when Congress deems it 
necessary to put in more irrigation they can be used for that pur- 
pose. 

We believe that the waste waters of the Snake River, that run on 
to the ocean causing untold damage as they go uncontrolled, should be 
harnessed and used to benefit all mankind and not just a privileged 
few. 

We believe that such a great national resource as this should take 
its place among the other great dams of the world, that we all are so 
proud to admit that they have been built and that they are serving 
mankind in the way that God intended them to. When He gave man 
the world He told him that he was to have dominion over all the 
world and what was init. And the only way we can do this best is to 
build the high dam by the people of this Nation, the United States 
Government. 

We admire those who have had the courage to stand up against the 
opposition for this purpose until others could learn more about this 
great dam site and could come to their resuce. There is no better site 
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in the Northwest, outside of a few acres of lowland lying along the 
river. It will not cover any valuable land and it will not cover any 
more valuable land than three low dams would not cover. 

We have been told by the press, that farmers are opposed to this 
high dam, but in our contacts with the farmer when he is not shackled 
and feels he has a right to speak his mind, that he is forthe dam. But 
a large majority and those that didn’t said they had not read the bill 
and didn’t know what was in it. 

We would not stand for this great dam if we did not find and believe 
it was sound and beneficial to the farmers and people of Idaho, and 
the Nation, but we as farmers find that in addition to raising food we 
have to have some one to eat this food. This great dam will help sup- 

ort a larger population and create wealth. It will help labor and 
yusiness to which we as farmers are not opposed. 

It will generate the electricity to turn the wheels of industry that 
will create labor for our expanding population. 

Therefore we as a group, urge this committee to cause legislation 
to be enacted, to start building this high dam immediatley. The farm- 
ers unions of Idaho represent approximately 3,700 members. 

I didn’t take time to stick all the handles on my name, that may be 
stuck there for the past 30 years. I figured it would be better to leave 
them off and give other people a chance to talk. I thank you. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Edward Emerine, publisher of the Idaho 
Farm Journal. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD EMERINE, PUBLISHER OF THE IDAHO 
FARM JOURNAL 


Mr. Emertne. May it please the committee, my name is Edward 
Emerine, publisher of the Idaho Farm Journal, at Boise, Idaho. 

My father was an irrigator on the Fountain in Colorado, and I was 
born in that State. I lived on a homestead and farmed. I have lived 
in the Arkansas and South Platte Valleys of Colorado, as well as in 
the North Platte Valley of Nebraska and on the Riverton project in 
Wyoming. I came to Idaho 16 years ago. 

Thus, I have spent practically half a century watching the miracles 
of irrigation and reclamation. I have seen the virgin prairie sod 
turned under and witnessed the magic birth of farms and cities when 
water was applied to the land. I have seen the sagebrush cleared and 
green fields replace the desert gray. 

Idaho has the water and it has the land, I have seen Shoshone Falls 
when not one drop of water was going over, while at the same time 
there were flood conditions at Payette and Weiser. The building of 
Hells Canyon Dam will neither add to, nor detract from, the water 
available east of Bliss and Hagerman. Nor will the passage of this 
bill add to or detract from the water rights of those irrigators upstream 
from Bliss, 

In my career as a newspaperman on irrigation projects, I have 
followed water disputes through the courts many, many times. Para- 
mount rights for Federal projects was an issue in the Colorado- 
Wyoming-Nebraska case that went to the Supreme Court. The Court 
declared that State laws were binding. 

_ Wehave strong State water laws in Idaho. I have no fear that build. 
ing a dam at Hells Canyon will give the Federal Government any 
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rights to upstream water, and I am pleased that such provision is 
strongly worded in the present bill. 

Our ne sighbors in north Idaho often chide us in Southern Idaho 
about living behind the iron curtain of information and news. There 
is good reason why we should be chided. I made a lone effort to pierce 
that iron curtain by printing more of the facts about Hells Canyon 
and Idaho development than had been published before. I pointed 
out some of the fallacies of the Idaho Power argument, and I de- 
flated the water rights scare being used on Idaho farmers. 

So the Idaho Farm Journal was promptly cut off the regular ad 
vertising schedule of Idaho Power Co. That has served as a warning 
to other newspapers in Idaho and in Eastern Oregon. 

Many persons who will testify here today against this bill have 
never read it and have never heard a pro and con discussion on it. 

For years it has been the policy of Idaho Power Co. to provide 
speakers for farm groups, to explain Hells Canyon. The speech is 
a very good one—I have heard it a dozen times myself. After the 
speec h, there is usu: ally someone who arises to move that the organiza- 
tion go on record as favoring the Idaho Power Co. plan of 3, or 4, 
or 5 dams—depending on what the company’s plans are at the mo 
ment—and the motion is quickly passed. 

The same formula is repeated again and again, week after week, 
with never a challenge, never a debate, and never an open discussion 
to bring out any side except that of the power company. Soon comes 
the announcement that this farm organization, representing thousands 
of farmers and millions of acres of land, has gone on record as being 
irrevocably opposed to a Federal dam at Hells C anyon. 

Right here in Ada County, a county farm organization, after hear 
ing these Idaho Power speakers, was strongly opposed to a Hells 
Canyon Dam. <A few members, however, thought it only fair to hear 
from the Ee of full development and invited speakers to 
tell about Hells Canyon. And, gentlemen, after hearing the other 
side, that same county farm organization went into the State con- 
vention with a resolution calling for construction of a federally built 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

I do not speak for any farm organization. But I do testify for many 
members of these farm organizations who do not feel as their leaders 
might want them to feel and think. 

Farmers of Idaho are realists. They know that dams cannot be 
built. and desert land reclaimed without cost. But the farmers of 
Idaho—and of other Western States—are still behind the time-tested 
theory that power revenues should be used to reclaim the desert and 
irrigate the land. It doesn’t matter whether the water is used for 
power first and irrigation afterward, or for irrigation first and the 
return flow for power afterward. 

Farmers need electricity for their farms, their machinery, their 
pumps. They want electric energy for industries that. will provide 
homes and jobs—and ready home ‘market for fluid milk, for beef, for 
fruits, vegetables and other farm products. 

There is a serious shortage of electric power in Idaho. A day or 
two ago I had a telephone call from a Pocatello man who said : 

I'd like to see the Hells Canyon bill passed and the dam built, for it offers 
the fullest and best development for the entire State. But, Ed, we’re desperate 


for power in southeast Idaho. I’m about ready to say, selfishly for our area, 
of course, that I don’t care who builds the dam, but let’s get it built. 
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On behalf of myself and many, many farmers of Idaho, I urge your 
favorable consideration of this bill. 
Senator Murray. Everett B. Gunn. 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT GUNN, SPOKESMAN FOR A GROUP OF 
RANCHERS FROM WASHINGTON COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Gunn. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am 
Everett Gunn, an irrigation rancher on Mann Creek a tributary to the 
Weiser River. I am the spokesman for a group of ranchers from 
Washington County. 

It isa great thrill to feel that this committee has come here at the 
grassroots to listen to our stories on both sides of the Hells Canyon 
issue. And, although we will admit the subject by its very name is a 
red hot one, yet it is democracy at its best. 

In fact most of our business and farm organizations could well take 
a lesson. The membership of a certain business organization in Idaho 
wished to take a vote on the high dam against the opposition of the 
board of directors. Finally the vote was taken and was 66 to 3 in 
favor of the Federal dam, yet that same organization is represented as 
opposed to the high dam. We are convinced, that is, the irrigation 

ranchers of Idaho, without quarrelling with neighbors or private 
power propagandists, could go into the sanctity of the secret voting 
booth and vote on this issue alone that the high dam would win. 

When Clay Sutton ran for the State legislature last fall many said 
he would lose because he advocated the high dam in every speech. 
Although he was opposed by one of the best men in his district yet he 
carried ‘the election by a decisive majority. 

Since the beginning of our American history, checks and balances 
have been a means of control in our democratic way of life. We believe 
at least a minority of public power at the production or wholesale level 
is a check upon our vast power cartel. We believe communities, States, 
and partnerships are too weak for control. In fact, we sometimes 
think the enormous private power monopoly is a tussle even for Uncle 
Sain. 

Now long ago we heard some big wigs calling the ridiculous power 
and oil giveaways to a vested few comparable to that of the home- 
steads and mining claims which were granted to millions of our 
citizens. 

Some so-called intelligent leaders have had the nerve to refer to 
public power as communism. If this is communism then we should 
dig up the ghosts of Teddy Roosevelt and Calvin Coolidge and hail 
them along with the aging figure of Herbert Hoover ‘before Joe 
McCarthy ‘and have them convicted of communism. For these were 
pioneers of public power and each has a Federal dam named after him. 

Since the beginning of our history, Uncle Sam has been rich and 
powerful. Since when and why should we now “soak him” and make 
him a pauper? Of course we know the great power cartel has a fine 
group of propagandists which they call public relations men and we 
pen sonally have nothing against them. However, we as cattle ranchers 
are a little disturbed the way they infiltrate into various organiza- 
tions, including our farm organizations, and attempt to brain wash the 
membership with their bull. 
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We are not disturbed about our water rights which have always had 
priority by tradition, State laws, Federal laws, and every special bill 
passed by Congress. Would our water rights be better protected if 
Hells Canyon is developed by the vast, private power interests with 
its beneficial control in the East? Noton your life. Ofcourse, we are 
all for full upstream development but that doesn’t mean we want our 
very profitable downstream development given away. 

We are for a multipurpose Uncle Sam’s dam in Hells Canyon, a 
symbol of benefit to upstream irrigators as well as a boon to all the 
people of this great land. I thank you. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Guy Graham, farmer, is he here? 


STATEMENT OF GUY GRAHAM, FRUITLAND, PAYETTE COUNTY, 
IDAHO 


Mr. Granam. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is Guy Graham. I have lived over 50 years near Fruitland, 
Payette County, Idaho. Two of my sons and myself own and operate 
three farms in that locality. I have also been a director and manager 
of an irrigation canal company there. I also have served as State 
commissioner of agriculture of Idaho. I think this experience quali- 
fies me to speak on water resources and irrigation in this region. 

I am definitely in favor of a high dam at Hells Canyon, built by 
the Federal Government. Hells Canyon is an ideal site for a high dam 
to generate hydroelectric power. A high dam at this site is necessary 
to give maximum use of the river water at this point. The storage 
capacity of a high dam will increase the minimum-flow generating 
capacity at the Hells Canyon site, and at all generating plants down- 
stream. The salable power capacity of a hydroelectric plant is the 
minimum-flow generating capacity of that plant. The dry summer 
weather of this area causes river flow to be very low in the late summer. 
That low late-summer river flow will determine the salable power 
capacity of a generating plant without storage capacity at Hells 
Canyon. 

This region does not have resources such as coal, gas, or oil to stimu- 
late our economy. But we are blessed with mountains that receive 
both rain and snow in large quantities during the winter season. If 
this is used to generate hydroelectric power, a valuable source of in- 
come will be provided for all residents of the Snake River area. 

It is an economic waste to let the floodwaters of our rivers go to the 
ocean unused. The high dam at Hells Canyon will have a storage 
capacity of 4 million acre-feet to catch the spring floodwaters of the 
Snake River. The Federal Reclamation Bureau has spent thousands 
of dollars making surveys and measuring the water flow at Hells Can- 
yon. They report that in the driest year on record there was flow 
enough to fill the high dam twice. In the wettest year they report 
flow enough to fill the dam 13 times. 

Projects like Hells Canyon are investments which are eventually 
self-liquidating; also they provide low cost power to aid farmers and 
businessmen. A Federal Hells Canyon Dam will attract new invest- 
ments. New Industry will provide more jobs and, this will result in 
additional tax revenues to Federal, State, and local governments. 

The citizens of the eastern part of the State 400 miles upstream seem 
to be the loudest in protest to the high dam. They claim it would en- 
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danger their water right, as there would not be enough water to fill 
the high dam and leave them ample water for irrigation. This claim 
is a myth generated by the private power companies, who have em- 
ployed a contact man to meet with chambers of commerce and meetings 
of water users, and any other group that would listen to their smooth 
propaganda and urge that they pass a resolution opposing the con- 
struction of the high dam. 

If these groups would look at the map of southwest Idaho and 
eastern Oregon they would see that at least 80 percent of the water to 
reach Hells Canyon originates west of Twin Falls. The spring 
run-off of the Snake River east of Twin Falls, Idaho, is impound- 
ed in the Palisades and American Falls Reservoirs. The river is re- 
plenished beginning with the Thousand Springs north of Buhl, plus 
a few small streams between there and Boise. Downstream from there, 
the Boise, Payette, and Weiser Rivers in Idaho, and the Owyhee, Mal- 
huer, and Burnt Rivers in Oregon have flood waters enough to fill the 
high dam at least 2 or 3 times in a season. 

Water is the most precious natural resource in the world, especially 
in this semiarid region of Idaho and Oregon. I can see no justice in 


giving a private group of citizens valuable natural resources that 
belong to all of the people of America. Private power companies 
have grabbed power sites worth millions of dollars without cost and 


have created a monopoly. 

What we farmers want is the maximum amount of power that can 
be produced at the lowest possible cost. This region needs industry. 
Our tillable land is limited and our agriculture cannot bear the ever- 
increasing taxes. Industry will bring an increase in population. This 
will widen the tax base and assist owners of real property to meet 
increased taxes. 

It will cost millions to build the high dam, but it will be revenue-pro- 
ducing, which will pay back to the Government all it cost in 30 or 40 
years. Without a Federal dam at Hells Canyon we will be faced with 
the higher cost kilowatts of the private power companies which will 
go on and on tothe end of time. I thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. Aldo S. Dallolio. 


STATEMENT OF ALDO S. DALLOLIO, MINIDOKA COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Dattorio. I am sorry to delay you gentlemen. I didn’t know 
I was next on the list here. How much time do we have? 

Senator Murray. Ten minutes. 

Mr. Datxorio. I won’t read all my statement. I want to say that 
I am a farmer, an irrigation farmer, from the first irrigation project 
that the reclamation law created in Minidoka County. I want to say 
that I brought with me 2 petitions with 157 names on them that 
were gathered in only a few hours time in our area, signifying their 
favor of the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Murray. We will have those petitions submitted. 

Mr. Dattoxto. Yes; they have been submitted to the proper person 
and they will be part of the record as I understand. Furthermore I 
brought personal letters from several others stating the same thing. 
I am not going to even read the first paragraph of my statement. The 
rest will only take about 3 or 4 minutes. 
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(The following is the statement of Mr. Dallolio:) 


I am in favor of the proposed high Government dam at Hells Canyon. First 
I am an irrigation farmer residing on the Minidoka irrigation project. I favor 
the Government dam because that it will make the best use of the great potential 
avaliable there and that it will help in developing Idaho industry with the 
lowest cost power available, create markets for farm products plus helping 
further reclamation, transportation, and also flood control in the basin. 

I would like to add a few words about water rights. First, records compiled 
by various agencies over the years show that even if all water above Milner 
Dam was used for irrigation there would still be enough water gained by the 
river below this point by underground seepage and other tributaries to fill the 
large reservoir behind Hells Canyon Dam approximately three times in an 
average year. Second, Idaho Power Co. has rights to some river flow and most 
certainly must figure on a substantial flow to operate their proposed small dams 
Third, the Hells Canyon bill (1353) has the strongest language devisable to pro 
test upstream irrigation in accordance with State laws. Also Federal reclama- 
tion laws recognize such State laws which usually give water-use rights to 
domestic, industrial, and irrigation purposes over power. 

Now then, even supposing that no language or laws are absolute in protecting 
our water rights as our opponents contend, and that Congress could pass a law 
to usurp them, I would like to ask: What Congress would ever pass such a law? 
Suppose that the States of Washington and Oregon tried to take our irrigation 
water and use it to produce power for themselves as our opponents charge and 
subsequently tried to get such legislation passed through Congress, what chance 
would they have against States like California, Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, 
Wyoming, Idaho, and others, some whose future expansion is actually limited 
because they don’t even have water enough for domestic use let alone irrigation. 
I can’t imagine such States voting for legislation that might give power priority 
over these uses. And how about the Midwestern States? According to various 
farm magazine articles they are thinking more of irrigating themselves. Does 
it seem possible that they would jeopardize domestic and irrigation uses in 
favor of power production when most of them don’t even have power sites to 
develop? And how about the Eastern States? Would they tamper with laws 
that might take domestic and industrial water away from them? I think they 
would not. 

Last but not least. If our irrigation water rights can be lost to some down- 
stream combination of States plus Government or what have you, then our rights 
are already lost and Hells Canyon Dam is not going to make any difference for 
the simple reason that there are already dams both built or authorized on the 
Snake and Columbia Rivers that could take our water as the opponents con- 
tend, but even in the past when Columbia River flow was low and brownouts 
were necessary, no one even mentioned the possibility of taking our irrigation 
water to increase that flow. Of course it would have been impossible for them 
to do so. 

Let’s not forget that a water right is a water right and as such is a property 
and if they can be tampered with then no State’s water rights, domestic or other- 
wise, would be safe and I can’t imagine any Senator or Representative or even 
the States of Washington and Oregon voting for such changes. The reclama- 
tion laws were designed with wisdom and forethought to protect the interests of 
irrigators and the general public. Thank you. 

Mr. Datuinio. I have just a resolution written by our County Farm 
Bureau Federation of Washington County, which is signed unani- 
mously by all 10 of our directors. Thank you. 

(The documents referred to by Mr. Dallilio appear in that portion 
of the transcript consisting of the exhibits.) 

Senator Murray. I have a telegram here from Senator Clinton An- 
derson addressed to Hon. Wayne Morse which I wish to read into the 
record at this point. The telegram is as follows: 

(The following is the telegram above referred to :) 

My attention has been called to an Idaho news story saying I had not been 
informed about Idaho hearings on Hells Canyon Dam and for that reason I 


have refused to take part in them. This news story places a completely erroneous 
interpretation on my reason for not attending hearings. 
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My reasons for not attending are quite different. A heavy schedule of work 
during the past several days on the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and 
Interior Committee concerning the upper Colorado and other projects made it 
imperative that I take a rest. Especially since I am extremely susceptible to 
airsickness. And the Hells Canyon Trip was to be by air. 

Additional hearings before the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee will 
be held later in Washington, D. C., giving me an ample opportunity to review 


the project. 
I have strongly supported and still vigorously support Hells Canyon project 
and hearings thereon and authorize you to make this telegram public. 


CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senator. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on that subject 
matter ? 

Senator Murray. The telegram that I just read ? 

Senator Wetker. Yes. If any member of this committee or the 
audience doubts the veracity of the letter I received from Clinton 
Anderson, I have the original. I will be glad to show it to you or any 
members thereof and it contains this. 

When I wrote to you and asked you for hearings in the grassroots of the State 
of Idaho you informed me as you did the senior Senator from Idaho that Sena- 
tor Anderson was conducting these hearings. He merely stated to me that he had 
not been consulted as to where the hearings would be held and he would take 
no part in the hearings. 

Now that is the extent of that. 

Senator Murray. That may be carried in the record. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. I don’t think anybody questions the veracity of 
Senator Welker’s letter. I think that the timing of the letter and the 
telegram show there was a misunderstanding between the two Sena- 
tors. At least Senator Anderson was entitled to have a statement made 
as to why he wasn’t here. The chairman knows that Senator Anderson 
1ad planned to preside at the hearings in Portland and the arrange- 
ments had been made for that. I don’t know whether this is correct or 
not, but I think he didn’t know of any hearings that were going to be 
held in the parts of Idaho and that they were scheduled subsequent 
thereto. I think that is where the misunderstanding came about. 

Senator Murray. Anyway, it will be clarified by the telegram and 
the statement by the Senator. 

Senator Wetker. I also wish to insert in the record a letter I re- 
ceived from you, sir, at the time the entire matter was in the hands of 
Senator Clinton Anderson and I intend to insert Senator Anderson’s 
letter into the record to clarify that matter. 

Senator Murray. Both those matters will be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 28, 1955. 
Hon. HERMAN WELKER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. ¢ 


DeaR SENATOR WELKER: I am acknowledging your letter of March 25 which 
I am referring to Senator Anderson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation, who will preside at most of the Hells Canyon hearings in the 
Pacific Northwest the first week in April. The hearings were originally requested 
- proponents of the bill which, as you know, was sponsored by 30 members of the 
enate, 
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No requests for hearings were received from opponents until after the dates 
were fixed for Lewiston, Idaho; Pasco, Wash.; and Portland, Oreg. Senator 
Anderson found it possible to include a morning session at Boise on April 4 at the 
request of Senator Dworshak. Because only limited time was available, this was 
the best schedule that could be worked out. 

It is my understanding that Senator Anderson later will arrange hearings 
before his subcommittee so that all proponents and opponents will have full 
opportunity to express themselves. You will, of course, be advised. 

I am referring your letter to Senator Anderson for any further comment t 
you he may feel necessary. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JornT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
March 29, 1955. 
Hon, HERMAN WELKER, 
United States Senate: 

Dear Senator: I have your letter of March 25 protesting the location of the 
hearing sites in Idaho on the Hells Canyon project. 

I am not going to attend the hearings and the scheduling of them was under 
taken without discussion with me. I, therefore, regret that I am unable to be 
of assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P, ANDERSON. 


Senator Murray. Now, ladies and gentlemen, this terminates our 
hearing and I want to express my very sincere appreciation of the fine 
manner in which this audience has conducted itself during these hear 
ings. I think we have had a splendid hearing and I want to make a 
statement before you begin to leave. The members of this committee 
must leave for Lewiston by plane immediately and we have cars out 
side waiting to take us to the airport. We desire to avoid being caught 
in a traffic jam and we will appreciate having an opportunity to leave 
the parking area before the jam occurs. If you will give us a chance 
to get away we will appreciate it very much. 

(The following documents were filed at the hearing :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CLAy SutTron, STATE REPRESENTATIVE, REPRESENTING 
MIDVALE, WASHINGTON CouUNTY, IDAHO 


I am Clay Sutton of Midvale, Washington County, Idaho, and also have the 
honor of representing my county at the 33d session of Idaho State Legislature. 
As I understand it this hearing is being held for the purpose of getting grass 
roots thinking upon the desirability of a high Government dam or three low-head 
Idaho power dams across the Snake River at Hells Canyon. As I am just off 
the grass I feel amply qualified to take part in this argument and tell you in a 
few words why I favor the building of the high Federal dam there 

I am at present and have been for the past 45 years engaged in farming and 
stock raising. As I favor maximum development in almost any undertaking and 
as the high Government dam will accomplish this and that the three small dams 
of the Idaho Power Co. will not. It seems to me that almost any far-seeing person 
whose own selfish interests are not involved would see it this way. 

I am duly appreciative of the opportunity of expressing myself on so vital an 
issue as to my way of thinking the common people or the real grassroots people 
have not been getting anything like a fair hearing up to now as practically all 
the newspapers of our State have been working for the big utilities not only 
representing them but misrepresenting the great many of our citizens by claiming 
that most of the people of Idaho are opposed to the high dam and that a high dam 
at Hells Canyon would endanger our precious water rights. 

My farm consists of approximately 3,000 acres of which 145 is irrigated and 
I want to say that I value my water rights just as highly as anyone and I have 
no fear of losing them any more by a Government-built dam than by Idaho 
Power Co. building it. I have no quarrel with the Idaho Power Co, and would 
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gladly see them build this dam or their dams if they would build to the same 
specifications as the Government would, but they will not and have so stated as 
they are only interested in financial returns from their investments as any cor- 
poration would be which is incorporated in the East with little if any interests 
in the future benefits accruing to the citizens of the State of Idaho and the entire 
Pacific Northwest. And all of the taxes that their three dams would pay isa 
laugh to any of our thinking citizens as they know that anything paid in taxes 
by public utilities are simply passed on and subsequently paid by the users of 
their electricity. 

Why should we oppose Federal development at Hells Canyon when we know 
that practically all of our irrigated acres in Idaho is the result of Federal develop 
ment and why do we think that the large dam at Hells Canyon would endanger 
our water rights when we would simply be storing up a huge amount of water 
for future use which at the present time is simply wasted as it now runs to the 
ocean in winter and early spring and I can’t for the life of me see how storing 
a large amount of water could possibly lower our irrigation potential either up 
stream or down, but would increase it instead. Also when this water is used to 
turn the wheels of our generators it is not wasted but continues on down the 
river for other useful purposes. This high dam would also be a system of flood 
control and recreation—something that public utilities have little interest in 

Grave doubts have been expressed by some detractors as to their being enough 
water in the Snake to fill the dam some years. I have lived in the shadow of 
the river for 55 years, practically upon its banks, and I am sure that anyone 
familiar with this mighty river and its tributaries, knows that on most years 
there is sufficient water to fill any reservoir several times and it will be a mighty 
thirsty Northwest when it wouldn't fill at least once. I can see, however, how 
it would be quite easy to visualize such a catastrophe from one of our nice dry 
newspaper offices. You have doubtless been hearing a lot from the opposition 
about the terrible waste of the taxpayers’ money by the building of the high 
dam, the highest in the world. We have countless examples of just such accom 
plishments, and most of them have been self-liquidating long before the time set 
for them simply by the profits from their operations and I am quite sure that 
none of you would want to be without them now. 

As I am a member of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation and as I understand 
that they are entering the lists at this hearing in opposition to the high dam at 
Hells Canyon claiming to represent 16,320 farm families, on contending that 
resolution No. 10 passed at our 1953 State convention in opposition to the high 
dam is still in effect and the policy of our present day Farm Bureau. 

Also citing resolutions 45, 46, and 47, passed at the 1954 convention, which 
in effect states that any development at Hells Canyon will be of paramount 
interest to irrigation, “Be it resolved, That the Idaho State Farm Bureau aggres 
sively support the development of our natural resources by private enterprise 
where practical and feasible.” These three baby dams proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. are neither practical or feasible, we want maximum development 
at Hells. 

To show you how the State Farm Bureau Federation sometimes represents 
grassroots thinking at least as far as a high dam at Hells Canyon is concerned 
and as concerns Idaho Power Co., at our Boise State convention in 1951, they 
came up with a resolution asking the Federal Government to build a dam at 
Palisades and in the next breath came out with a resolution opposing the 
Government building the one at Hells Canyon. Also representatives of the Idaho 
Power Co. were allowed to sit in on our meeting and take part in the deliberations 
and were even asked for some figures to support their position. 

Also our State periodical was allowed to carry huge ads setting out the Idaho 
Power's position on this controversy and when some of us remonstrated to Mr. 
Webb he said we get a lot of money for that ad which reminded me of a girl’s 
mother who once discovered that one of her daughters had some words tattooed 
upon one of her legs and when she remonstrated with her about it she said, 
“Why, Maw, I get $500 a year for that sign.” 


RESOLUTION 


_ In view of the fact that we understand that the Idaho State Farm Bureau 
intends to enter the Hells Canyon hearing at Boise on April 4 in opposition to 
the Government's building of a high dam there and as they claim to represent 
16,320 farm families who at least by implication are also in opposition to this 
dam, and feeling that this is a cruel misrepresentation and in order that the 
truth may more nearly prevail: Now, therefore, be it 


62506—55—6 













70 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


Resolved, That we the undersigned Board Members of the Washington County 
Farm Bureau Federation go on record as favoring the building of this dam by the 
Federal Government. Signed by 11 directors of the Washington County Farm 
Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Leo D. Murpock, MEMBER OF THE IDAHO LEGISLATURE 
From BINGHAM CouUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Murpock. As a member of the Idaho Legislature from Bingham County, 
I represent an area which is the third largest potato producing county in the 
United States and comprised of 258,000 irrigated acres of which 46,000 acres are 
under electric motor-driven pumps, lifting water from a vast underground reser- 
voir. According to surveys an additional 100,000 acres will come into production 
in the near future. In southern Idaho irrigation water is our life blood. 

To the people of Idaho and Bingham County the issues of the Hells Canyon de- 
velopment are much greater than the question of whether taxpaying private en 
terprise or a nontaxpaying Federal agency shall develop the hydroelectric power 
potential of that section of Snake River. Really at stake is the determination 
of whether Idaho’s greatest natural resources, water and hydroelectric power, 
shall remain under control and regulation of the people of Idaho or shall be 
taken from them and control placed in the hands of a Federal agency. 

The Snake River Valley has never had a power shortage. Agriculture, busi- 
ness, and industry have experienced an orderly growth with the advantages of 
plentiful supplies of low-cost power furnished by our own privately owned Idaho 
Power Co. A continuation of this economic development in Idaho depends upon 
Idaho's safeguarding its own power sites for its own use. 

The Idaho Power Co. has had an application before the Federal Power Com- 
mission for several years for a license to develop the Hells Canyon stretch of the 
Snake River and last year this body explored and completely exhausted all the 
technical phases of the issue, and this body is expected to render their decision 
shortly. 

For this reason I deem these hearings an unnecessary expense and time con- 
suming process. I urge our congressional delegation to discourage any action 
by Congress on the recently introduced bills authorizing Federal development of 
the Hells Canyon stretch of Snake River. 


RESOLUTION 


At a special meeting of the board of directors of the West Side Ditch Co., an 
incorporated irrigation company, held March 30, 1955, the following resolution 
was unanimously passed by the board with all members voting. 

Resolved, That we the board of directors of the West Side Ditch Co., an in- 
corporated irrigation company request that the Idaho delegation in Congress 
use its influence relative defeat of Senate bill 1333 and H. R. 4719; H. R. 4739; 
H. R. 4730; H. R. 4740; be it further 

Resolved, That the matter of developing the Hells Canyon stretch of the Snake 
River be left to the decision of the Federal Power Commission. Signed by six 
members of the board of directors. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. R. M. WETHERELL, STATE SENATOR, ELMORE County, IDAHO 


Mr. Wernere.t. The southern portion of the State of Idaho is blessed with 
an abundance of that great natural resource upon which reclamation and power 
is wholly dependent. That resource is water. 

Even in its abundance, however, this resource is limited and projects for the 
development of it, once authorized and constructed, have a permanence which 
allow no provisions for errors in planning. It is imperative that careful study 
be given all proposals for the development of this resource so as to be certain 
that no portion of the resource is wasted. There is no commercial return from 
water which pours into the Pacific Ocean. 

We, in this area, are primarily interested in the reclamation of the Mountain 
Home desert into a productive farming community comprising some 193,000 
acres of fertile soil. We know that this area will produce—we know that water 
is abundant for its irrigation—we also know that without financial aid from 
multipurpose projects such as the proposed Hells Canyon development the 
project will never become a reality. Two alternate plans have been tentatively 
presented. One is known as the Jensen plan and one as the Sloan plan. These 
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plans have apparently proved unfeasible as I have been trying for over a year 
to get information from Congressman Budge of Idaho as to their relative merits, 
but have been unsuccessful. 

Under the Corps of Engineer’s plan No. 308, dated October 1, 1948 the develop- 
ment of the Columbia Basin practically hinges upon the construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam and it is one of the major developments under this plan. Irregard- 
less of the many counterproposals made since the submission of this plan, I am 
still convinced that this study is the only comprehensive plan which will develop 
this area so that the full potential of our water resources will be realized. 

I have no desire to effect the dissolution of the Idaho Power Co., neither will 
I submit to their domination. This company has been very progressive and we 
have never suffered any power shortage in this area. We must remember, how- 
ever. that the Idaho Power Co. has never been famous for the development of 
reclamation projects. 

The question now is whether the Idaho Power Co. should control Southern 
Idaho’s greatest natural resource or whether the people, through their govern- 
ment, should control it. Anyone who has had any experience in the generation 
of power or in the reclamation of arid lands knows that the water of a river 
can be fully utilized only to the extent that the spring run-off can be stored for 
later use when flows are slack. The run-of-the-river dams proposed by the 
Idaho Power Co. eliminate any chance of utilizing the power potential of the 
4,400,000 acre feet which can be stored through a high dam at Hells Canyon. 
It is impossible for me to understand how there can be any argument in favor 
of these low dams if the object of our development plans is to harness the full 
potential of the Snake River. There are numerous run-of-the-river dam sites 
below Hells Canyon and it seems to me that if these dam sites were developed 
by the Idaho Power Co. with the high storage dam above them, their future 
generating capacity would be much more secure. 

We, who are interested in the development of the Mountain Home project 
have studied the current proposals relative to the construction of the high dam 
at Hells Canyon, and while we are not entirely satisfied with the provisions we 
do have trust in the Bureau of Reclamation and feel that adequate provisions 
will be made for the application of power revenues for the future development of 
reclamation. I believe, however, that it would be advisable to authorize con- 
struction of the Long Tom diversion tunnel along with the Scriver Creek power 
dams with the Hells Canyon authorization. If the Long Tom diversion tunnel 
could be included in the present bill I am sure that a great many skeptics could 
be won over to the side for the high dam. 

This statement is not lengthy. There have been reams of material pro and 
con on the advisability of building a high dam at Hells Canyon. I am still of 
the firm conviction that the only way to completely utilize the potential of the 
Snake and Columbia Rivers is to follow the plan outlined by the Corps of En- 
gineers and submitted to the Congress in 1948. 

Respectfully submitted. 

R. M. WETIHMERELL, 
State Senator, Elmore County, Idaho. 


(The hearing recessed at 12 noon to reconvene in Lewiston, Idaho, 
at 2 p. m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION (LEWISTON, IDAHO) 


The subcommittee met at 2:00 p. m., pursuant to recess at Boise, 
Idaho, at the Lewis and Clark Hotel, Senator James E. Murray, chair- 
man of the committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Ties E. Murray, Montana, chairman of the 
committee; Senator Morse of Oregon, Senator Barrett of Wyoming, 
Senator Dworshak of Idaho. 

Also present: Representative Pfost of Idaho and Representative 
Sisk of California. 

Also present : Richard L. Callaghan, chief clerk, M. C. Mapes, coun- 
sel, Goodrich Lineweaver, staff member, Elmer K. Nelson, consulting 
engineer, Senate Committee of Interior and Insular Affairs; George 
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Abbott and Sidney McFarland, House Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

Senator Murray. The hearing will come to order. Ladies and gen 
tlemen, I am very pleased to be here in this lovely city of Lewiston, 
Idaho, which I have known for a great many years. I am happy to 
see such a large gathering here. I see you are very intensely inte: 
ested in the great program that we have under consideration. Th 
purpose of this hearing is to give the people at the grassroots of 
the area an opportunity to express their views on the Hells C anyol 
project and aie it possible for the Congress to protect the rights of 
the people to have their resources developed in a manner which will 
be in the best interests and welfare of the people. We want to kno 
what your attitude is toward this program. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs does not wish to 
try to force any program on the people of any section of the United 
States. It is a problem for you folks here to study and consider 
and if you think it is a project that is going to be beneficial to this 
section of the country, it is your duty then to support it. On thx 
other hand, if you are convinced that there is something wrong with 
it, that it doesn’t represent the best interests and welfare of this sec 
tion of the country, then you certainly have a right to oppose it. 

I have gone through a very long fight of the same character in Mon 
tana. We had up there a project known as Hungry Horse Dam and 
it was opposed bitterly. We had very lengthy struggles, but we final 
ly had that project approved and the authorization to construct it was 
given by the Congress. It has since been built. As a result of that 
project we have witnessed great improvement, great growth of in 
dustry, and very satisfactory conditions in that section of my State. 
I am sure that if you will give honest, careful consideration to this 
problem we will find some way of meeting it in the Congress. Any- 
way, We want your views on it. I want you to tell this committee so 
that we may have your statement before us in Washington as to what 
you think of it. 

If you have prepared statements I would like, if you had extra 
copies of them, to present extra copies at the desk of the reporter 
here so that we may have it for reference. Another thing I would 
like to say that this hearing will be a lengthly one and in the interest 
of expediting it, it may be possible for many of you witnesses to sum- 
marize your statements and file them with the reporter. They will 
be printed in full. They will have the same consideration and atten- 
ion by the committee in Washington as if it were read word for word 
throughout its entire length. 

We have here with us at this meeting Senator Dworshak of Idaho, 
Senator Morse of Oregon, Senator Barrett of Wyoming, and we have 
Congresswoman Pfost of your own district, and Congressman Sisk of 
California. We had hoped to have other members here. Senator 
Anderson had intended to be here but he was under great pressure in 
Washington ever since the opening of this session of Codgress: because 
he is chairman of the very important Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy which has been taking his time to a large extent. He was 
unable to come and some misunderstanding has occurred with refer- 
ence to why he didn’t come. An article was printed in the Boise paper 
to the effect that he declined to come for some reason or other. Now, 
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here is a telegram which we have from Senator Anderson which is 
addressed to Senator Wayne Morse, which reads as follows: 

My attention has been called to an Idaho news story saying I had not been 
informed about Idaho hearings on Hells Canyon Dam and for that reason I 
have refused to take part in them. This news story places a completely erroneous 
interpretation on my reason for not attending hearings. 

My reasons for not attending are quite different. A heavy schedule of work 
during the past several days on the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and Inte- 
rior Committee concerning the upper Colorado and other projects made it impera- 
tive that I take a rest. Especially since I am extremely susceptible to airsick- 
ness and the Hells Canyon trip was to be by air. 

Additional hearings before the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee will 
be held later in Washington, D. C., giving me an ample opportunity to review 
the project. 

I have strongly supported and still vigorously support Hells Canyon project 
and hearings thereon and authorize you to make this telegram public. 

Signed, Clinton P. Anderson, United States Senator. 

Now, with those statements, we will proceed with the hearing. As 
[ have already suggested I hope that we will be able to get all of the 
statements into the record here. You will help us greatly if you have 
a lengthy statement, to merely point out the main features of it and 
allow the statement to be printed in the record as if delivered word for 
word. 

I am going to alternate the witnesses so that 2 or 3 witnesses 
will appear on 1 side of the problem and then 2 or 3 on the other 
side. I will take the proponents first; we will have 3 witnesses 
representing the proponents and then following these 3 witnesses we 
will have 3 witnesses representing the opposition. The first witness 
will be Mr. John George of Lewiston, Idaho. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. GEORGE, LEWISTON, IDAHO, VICE PRESI- 
DENT, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Grorce. My name is John M. George and I live at 1811 Prospect 
Avenue in Lewiston, Idaho, and Iam a farmer out in the Culdesac area. 
And being the first witness here to testify on Hells Canyon Dam, I 
want to thank the committee for this privilege that you have arranged 
for us to testify so we can testify before you folks. We certainly appre- 
ciate you folks all coming out here and Lewiston should be honored 
with all these distinguished guests being here. 

I am vice president of the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, which is the service organization of the REA cooperatives. 
We have members in 42 States and Alaska. These include 980 REA 
systems with 3,642,199 connected consumers. 

One of the ultimate purposes of our association is to strive for the 
maximum development of our national water resources for the benefit 
of all the people and not for just a few. After giving thorough study 
to the Hells Canyon Dam, we have come to the conclusion that it is one 
of the key projects to the river development in the Pacific Northwest, 
and I have two resolutions here that I would like to introduce into the 
record, and as your chairman said, I won’t take time to read them 
but they will be in my brief. The people of the great Northwest are 
very fortunate to have these great rivers out in this part of the country. 
We are also very fortunate in having a lot of clay and mineral deposits. 
The phosphate beds in southern Idaho, and something that is quite 
new, we have the largest alumi clay deposits in the Nation just north 
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of us in Latah County. Now this clay deposit up there carries a porce- 
lain ingredient. It is very valuable and it is much in demand and in 
need at this time and we think that Hells Canyon, with the cheap pow- 
er is one way to put these minerals on the market. In fact, we have 
got to have cheap power to put them there in competitive prices. 

Now, speaking as a taxpayer of the State of Idaho, it is very ob- 
vious to me why Idaho lags way behind her sister States in develop- 
ment. Most of our key people in government are opposed to public 
power and we think that you need public power to develop our re- 
sources and my opinion is that why most of our key people are op- 
posed to public power is the fact that pressure groups who do not 
speak for the majority of the people within our State have more or 
less controlled these top people. I would like to conclude my state- 
ment by saying let’s construct Hells Canyon Dam so Idaho can de- 
velop with her sister States. 

(The following is the resolution filed by Mr. George :) 


Whereas long established Federal power policy, embraced in the basic re- 
source laws of the land for over 50 years calls for the full development of the 
peoples resources ; and 

Whereas, the full development of the water resources of the Columbia River 
Basin requires the construction of a high dam at the Hells Canyon site on 
the Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the rural electric systems strongly endorse the Morse-Neu- 
berger-Pfost bill, authorizing a Federal high dam at Hells Canyon; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That we urge the authorization of Hells Canyon Dam at this session 
of the Congress and the appropriation of adequate funds to get construction 
underway immediately ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we condemn the canipaign of the Idaho Power Co. to seize con- 
trol of the middle Snake River in order that it may construct three small dams 
which would result in the waste of approximately half the power potential of 
that area. 


The second resolution was passed at the region IX meeting of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association in Boise, Idaho, on 
October 29, 1954. Region LX includes 7 Western States with 73 REA 
cooperatives and 116,430 members. The resolution is as follows: 


Be it further 

Resolved, That we reaffirm our endorsement of the Hells Canyon Dam and 
we urge the introduction of authorizing legislation in January 1955, to be fol- 
lowed as soon as possible by appropriations (1) for construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam, (2) for construction of high-voltage transmission lines across 
southern Idaho to Palisades Dam and westward to McNary Dam in order to 
integrate all Federal generating facilities in southern Idaho and the Columbia 
River Basin, and (3) construction of subtransmission lines and substations to 
insure that such power may be delivered at the load centers of each rural elec- 
tric cooperative, municipal electric system, irrigation district, private utility, 
and major new industrial plants, notably in the phosphate mining areas of 
southeastern Idaho and western Montana, and be it further 

Resolved that we urge that power shall be marketed from the Hells Canyon 
Dam in accordance with the Bonneville Act, and be it further 

Resolved, That the proposed Hells Canyon Dam enabling legislation clearly 
spell out the policy that water rights for consumptive purposes in the order 
of priority of domestic use, irrigation use, and industrial use, both for present 
usage and all future usage, shall at all tities have prior right to water over 
hydroelectric generation. 


The people of the great Northwest are very fortunate to have these 
great rivers and the potential hydro power that they can produce. 
Among our other resources we are also blessed with large mineral 
deposits, the phosphate beds in south Idaho and one of the largest 
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known alumi clay deposits in the Nation just north of here in Latah 
County. In order to develop these two deposits so that the cost of 
production will be low enough that they can be marketed at a com- 
petitive price, we must have a large block of low-cost power such as the 
Hells Canyon Dam would produce. This clay deposit in Latah 
County also contains a high grade of scarce ore which is used for 
porcelain which is in high demand. This information was taken from 
the United States Geological Survey, open file report, Spokane, Wash. 

I wish to speak now as a tax-paying citizen of the State of Idaho, 
It is very obvious to me why the State of Idaho lags far behind her 
sister States in growth and development. Most of our State and Na- 
tional officials have not been in favor of the development of our water 
resources by the Federal Government which is the only way a multi- 
purpose dam such as Hells Canyon can be built. In my personal 
opinion, this condition is brought about by pressure groups within the 
State who do not represent a majority of the citizens of the State. 

May I conclude my statement by urging the construction of Hells 
Canyon high dam so that Idaho resources can be developed as well 
as our neighbor States. 

Senator Murray. I wish to thank Mr. George for his very excellent 
statement and for his brevity. It is going to help us if all follow his 
course, The next witness will be Mr. Sam Fretwell of Parma, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF SAM FRETWELL, PARMA, IDAHO 


Mr. Frerwett. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this 
committee, I missed out down at Boise because I was coordinator of 
the group down there and I wanted to testify but I wanted to get on 
just as many people as I possibly could so I couldn’t get on and I came 
up here and would like to make my statement before you here. 

I am not going to read my statement; I have one which I will sub- 
mit for the record, but I just wanted to call you people’s attention to 
a few things that have taken place out here. I am a farmer; I own 
292 acres and I operate 97 acres more. If anybody’s water rights get 
hurt, P’ll be hurt worse than anyone. All but 40 acres of that farm 
land was barren sagebrush just 15 years ago. Now I am no great 
political strategist; the people that I represent in the Hells Canyon 
Association are not the people who head the chambers of commerce, 
they are not listed in Who’s Who in America; they are people that 
Abraham Lincoln was speaking of when he said God must have loved 
the common people because he made so many of them. I wasn’t born 
with a silver spoon in my mouth, but a few years after I was born I 
had a shovel in my hand and I have had it there most of the time 
since. I know what water can do to a desert. I helped develop a 
project. 

There was a lot of boys made some snide remarks about private 
enterprise this morning and I would like to say to one of them they 
ought to take an old third-rate team with a baling wire harness and 
make a farm out of 80 acres of Idaho sagebrush. They'll know what 
private enterprise means then. Now as chairman of the Idaho for 
Hells Canyon Association, I was delegated to bring before the people 
of the Northwest a story and that is the story of Hells Canyon Dam, 
what it could do for the State of Idaho, but we have been bucked by 
every dollar that could be mustered from millions of dollars of re- 
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sources of monopolistic concerns. My dad used to say to me, “Son, 
you might make a fortune off of falsehoods or prevarications but some 
day God himself would destroy it all” but he always told me to tell 
the truth and whatever I gained that way no one could take away 
from me. 

Because of the hard work that I have done and opportunities I have 
had, I’m not protesting what I have had to do but I am here begging 
that you people make it possible for a lot more young men to do what 
I did and that is what Hells Canyon Dam can do. It can insure the 
future of reclamation of the West. But unfortunately, getting that 
story to the people in southern Idaho was almost an impossibility. 
Down there we were faced with a press, the major press, which was 
entirely one-sided, the power company’s side. That is their belief, but 
there was a lot of weeklies down there that we had on our side and 
very shortly after they started telling the Hells Canyon side of this 
story their advertising was removed from them; they were put under 
economic pressure and then very shortly someone with more money 
than the paper was worth appeared and bought out the paper. In- 
tentional or not, it was always pro Idaho Power afterward. Two 
years ago the Hells Canyon Association had a little radio program on 
the radio station in Boise. We were getting good results. The Idaho 
Power Co. made a public opinion survey and found out we were 
gaining strength for Hells Canyon Dam. 

One night we made the mistake of telling just who owned Idaho 
Power and where they lived and our secretary was called in the next 
day and given the law. We couldn’t do that over the radio station. 
The subservient press that we had in opposition had lumped us all 
together. All of the thousands of people in this Northwest who are 
in favor of doing what they want, what Theodore Roosevelt said we 
should do, husband our resources, protect and conserve them and fully 
develop them; they lumped us all together and called us a bunch of 
socialists, left wingers that wanted to socialize Idaho. But when we 
told the honest truth about the Idaho Power Co. and used their own 
stockholders’ report to prove it with, we got kicked off the air. That 
is what we are up against. Down there this morning there was a 
statement made which I could not allow to go unchallenged and that 
statement was made by one of the men talking for the reclamation 
association. He made the statement that most of the water which was 
being talked about down in Hells Canyon originated above American 
Falls. 

The plain fact of the matter is that in the past 10 years enough 
water has come down through Hells Canyon to fill the dam from the 
bottom clear up 27 times, 27 times in 10 years and the records show 
that if every inch of water had been stopped at Miller Dam, which 
is the last place that any water is Siviatel out of the Snake River for 
irrigation today, if every inch had been stopped, and it should be— 
we want it to be, but if that had happened, Hells Canyon would still 
have filled 24 times. That is how much water originates upstream. 
And that is the reason that I asked for a few minutes time up here this 
afternoon. I wanted to give you people the facts of this thing and let 
you know what we have been up against. You will find that your 
opposition is being spearheaded by the State chamber of commerce. 
They even chartered a plane to bring people up here today. We would 
like to find out who paid for it but the State chamber of commerce 
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and Idaho Reclamation Association, has an “anti” in front of reclama- 
tion because they have fought any project that has been any good to 
Idaho for the last 20 years. Those people have been more or less 
suckered by the directors of the power company. Over $9,000 went to 
the chambers of commerce in Idaho last year from the Idaho Power Co. 

Last fall when the Idaho Reclamation Association went down to 
Portland to the national association meetings, they were some seven 
hundred dollars in arrears in their dues to the national. I presume 
they would not have been able to be voting members without their dues 
paid. I was told by one of the members of the board of directors that 
when Idaho Power Co. and Washington Power Co. found out about it 
they took up the check and paid it off for them. That put the Idaho 
Power Co., or Idaho Reclamation Association and Idaho State Cham- 
her of Commerce into the position of “kept women” of the power com- 
pany. They are returning favors that are bought and paid for and I 
would like to state one other thing, too, that up and down the Snake 
River Valley you will find in the boards of directors of almost every 
village and town of the chamber of commerce resides an Idaho Power 
man and on many of them he is chairman of the board. We didn’t ex- 
pect the chamber of commerce to give us any endorsement. The 
chamber of commerce is using its position, and the position that the 
Idaho Reclamation Association leaders are holding, to further not the 
people’s interest but the interest of the Idaho Power Co. And I wish 
that you gentlemen would remember that when you go back to Wash- 
ington, D. C. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Paul W. Smick, of 
Grangeville, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL W. SMICK, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO, MANAGER, 
IDAHO COUNTY LIGHT & POWER COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Smicx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Paul Smick, Grangeville, Idaho, manager of the Idaho County Light 
& Power Cooperative. We have a membership that we serve of over 
100 in Idaho County. The thing that I would like to talk about just 
a little bit here is on the controversy of the water rights. Our oppon- 
ents have stated that by constructing Hells Canyon Dam that all the 
water rights and privileges would be taken away from the people in 
southern Idaho. Now personally I can’t speak for everybody, for 
myself I disagree with that and I am highly in favor of Senate bill 
1333 to authorize construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Murray. I would suggest that you speak a little louder so 
they can hear you. 

Mr. Sick. Thank you. In relation to statments made as far as 
water rights go, I would like permission to quote from Senate bill 
1333, and I quote: 

The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other bene- 
ficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing valid under State 
law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

Now I think that is very plain and the way I feel, the sponsors of 
the bill feel the same way, that they do not want to deprive the people 
of any water rights, any privileges they have, but by constructing a 
high Hells Canyon Dam at the Hells Canyon site, in addition to 
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the people retaining their water rights there are other benefits to be 
derived from the dam and I feel that future prosperity of the North- 
west depends upon a dam of the type that Hells Canyon would be. In 
conclusion I would like to state that I don’t believe that it is down to 
a question of water rights or anything else of that nature. It simmers 
down in my opinion to one thing: Shall we build a high dam at Hells 
Canyon site and develop our natural resources for all the people or 
shall we let a small monopoly enrich themselves with it¢ Thank you. 
(The following statement was filed by Mr. Smick :) 


I am Paul W. Smick, I reside in Grangeville, Idaho, and am manager of the 
Idaho County Light & Power Cooperative. The organization I represent, operat- 
ing in an agricultural area, is deeply interested in the current controversy over 
water rights. We have made a thorough study of the subject, including the 
provisons of S. 1333 now being considered by your committee and also the con- 
tention of the Representative of the Second Idaho District, Mr. Budge, that lan- 
guage cannot be written which will adequately protect water rights. We, as 
agricultural people, would certainly oppose any legislation, which in our opinion, 
would jeopardize the water rights of the farmers of this State. Furthermore, 
the language of the water rights sections of this bill proves that the sponsors 
of the bill share our view. 

The Irrigation and Reclamation Committee of the House held hearings on a 
bill authorizing the high dam at Hells Canyon in June 1952. At that time the 
opponents of the authorization made violent attacks on the water-rights provi- 
sion of the bill under consideration, arguing that the bill did not protect the 
farmers of southern Idaho. These opponents of the bill denied that they were 
promoting the interest of the Idaho Power Co. but were only interested in pro- 
tecting the water rights of the farmers of Idaho. 

Len Jordan, former Governor of Idaho, testified at these hearings in opposition 
to the bill then up for consideration. He denied any interest in the Idaho Power 
Co. as such, his sole concern being to see that the waters of the Snake River 
were saved for present and future irrigation. He then went on to state, and 
I quote “I would like to read the clause in the Oxbow permit for the Idaho Power 
Co. This is the kind of language we thing should be in such a bill.” The clause 
is as follows: “The rights herein granted for the use of the waters, streambed, 
and other lands of the State of Idaho necessary for the construction and opera- 
tion of the dam and reservoir, are subject to the conditions that the project 
shall be operated in such a manner as will not conflict with the future depletion 
and flow of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, or prevent or inter- 
fere with the future upstream diversion and use of such water for the irrigation 
of lands and other beneficial uses in the Snake River Watershed.” 

In comparison section 2 of S. 1333 reads as follows: “The operation of the 
Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict with present and 
future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial consumptive 
uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of the upstream 
waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” Ex-Governor Jordan felt that 
water rights were amply protected under the Oxbow permit but as far as Wwe 
know he has failed to advise the farmers of Idaho that they are equally well 
protected by bill S. 1333. Idaho legislators apparently considered water rights 
amply protected under State law when they refused to pass legislation strength- 
ening the law. 

We believe that the language of S. 1333 cannot be improved upon in the 
protection of water rights. Mr. Budge agrees that under present reclamation 
law, water rights are protected by this bill. Then in a speech in the House of 
Representatives on March 8 he advances the theory that legislation is in safe- 
guard because some future Congress might change the law. If we’re to put this 
theory into general practice of course all progress would stop. We believe this 
to be a deliberate attempt to destroy the faith of the people in the Congress and 
the Government and its agencies, to promote fear among the people in order to 
secure their aid for the private power monopoly in its effort to appropriate the 
water resources of the State and extend its economic and political control. 

If Mr. Budge is correct when he states that some future Congress could take 
the water of the Snake River away from the farmers to operate Hells Canyon, 
what is to prevent them from giving it to Idaho Power Co. for the operation 
of their plants? We have faith in our Government, in our Congress and its 
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members to protect the citizens of Idaho and the Nation. We do not fear that 
our people will ever become so derelict in their duty as citizens as to elect a 
Congress which would even consider destroying the homes of thousands of 
people to operate a powerplant. We believe it is no coincidence that the danger- 
ous propaganda, now being broadcast throughout the land by the power com- 
bine and the United States Chamber of Commerce should find its way into the 
Hells Canyon controversy nor that the opposition to 8. 1333 is being spearheaded 
by the State chamber of commerce. It is but a part of the drive of the monopoly 
interests to perpetuate and extend their economic and political dominance with- 
in the State of Idaho and the Nation. 

We are convinced that water rights are not the issue in this fight. The issue is 
whether a high dam at Hells Canyon will be built so that two blades of grass 
will grow where only one grew before, whether the natural resources of this 
State are to be used for the benefit of all its people or whether they are to be 
half developed to enrich a monopoly which has its headquarters clear across the 
continent, almost 3,000 miles away. This is the issue which your committee will 
decide. We are confident of your decision. 

Senator Murray. We have now heard 3 forceful statements from 
the proponents of the bill and I will now call on 3 of the opponents of 
the bill. Mr. A. B. Curtis, mayor of Orfino, Idaho, will be the first 


witness. 
STATEMENT OF HON. A. B. CURTIS, MAYOR OF ORFINO, IDAHO 


Mr. Curtis. Senator, distinguished guests, that are us here today. 
As coordinator of the opposition to Federal construction of a dam at 
Hells Canyon, I wish to express my appreciation for this opportunity 
to present my views and a consensus of those I represent. While I 
was honored, and very willing to serve as a coordinator for the people 
who wish to be heard on the matter before us, 1 must confess that I 
did not realize, when I accepted the job, the tremendous task it would 
immediately become. Within hours after it was announced in news 
reports, I was deluged with telephone calls, telegrams, and later let- 
ters from persons wishing to testify. Many had questions about pro- 
cedure, and how they should present their views to you. It soon be- 
came obvious that the job was too big for one man to do alone in so 
short a time. I met your staff worker at 10 a. m., Tuesday to learn 
of the rules and 84 hours later, 10 p. m., Friday, April 1, this testi- 
mony was ready for you. 

In order to accomplish this task, I divided north Idaho into eight 
districts, which I have illustrated on the large map on the easel. So 
that you can see our representation, I have prepared some extra maps 
which I would like to pass out so that you may follow the discussion. 
With your permission I will delete certain parts from my statement, 
and a page or two to save time and I will read just the most pertinent 
parts for delivery at this time since it will all mean the same in the 
record. 

In each of these districts a unit coordinator was decided upon to 
voice the opinion of the people and bring their expressions here. There 
has been great response. We have had several hundred letters, tele- 
grams, and resolutions from individuals and organizations throughout 
north Idaho. I hope to be able to present quite a number and then 
after my preliminary remarks later in the program I would like to 
present to you this folder of resolutions and statements from indi- 
vidual organizations throughout this region. They total some 300, 
and just now I have been receiving telegrams. As of this moment I 
have received some like 40 or 50 from organizations throughout the 
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inland empire and there may be more today so I would like just a 
minute at the end of the program to put them all together and present 
them to you. 

Sentor Morse. It will be understood, Mr, Chairman, that all thos: 
communications will be in the record ? 

Senator Murray. All of them will be printed in the record. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you. 

(The following is the statement filed by Mr. Curtis:) 


Before I express my own reasons for opposing a Federal dam at Hells Canyon, 
I would like to point out that I am supported by hundreds of persons unable to 
be here today. Some 200 volunteered to testify. Of course, time doesn’t permit 
oral testimony by all of them. Instead, they have written letters that we will 
request be put into the record of this hearing. 

We have made no attempt to weigh engineering aspects of dam construction, 
None of us, nor any of the advocates of a Federal dam, for that matter, are 
expected to be qualified expert witnesses on technical matters. It is our position 
that there are legally constituted agencies equipped to judge the engineering 
merits of any dam at Hells Canyon. A decision must be made by the Federal 
Power Commission. The Commission’s engineering staff should be allowed to 
render that decision without being harassed or pressured. I know you gentle 
men are well aware that the Commission engineers have already approved a pri- 
vate-company plan to develop Hells Canyon. That approval was expressed in a 
brief filed by the Commisison’s legal staff, but I would like to call attention to 
one word in that brief, it is a word getting a lot of use by public power promoters. 
The word is “comprehensive.” Referring to the Idaho Power Co. plan, the brief 
said: 


“* * * the proposed projects are best adapted to a comprehensive plan for im- 
proving or developing a waterway or waterways for the use or benefit of inter- 
state or foreign commerce, for the improvement and utilization of waterpower 
development, and for other beneficial public uses, including recreational purposes.” 


Let me emphasize this: No person will appear at these hearings who is 
qualified to refute that finding. 

It is the social and economic aspects of Federal construction which deeply 
concerns us. In this regard we do feel qualified to speak. We do not believe 
there are experts in faraway bureaus who know more about our problems than 
we do. It’s my sincere belief that Federal construction of Hells Canyon, with 
its controls and public power preference regulations, can only make virtual 
peons of Idaho people. 

All States of the Northwest are hard pressed to obtain enough tax revenue to 
provide the school facilities needed to keep up with tremendous growth in popu- 
lation. Yet we must find enough money to assure adequate education for our 
children, and to support other public institutions at local and State levels. 

A Federal Hells Canyon dam would require almost a half billion in tax funds 
to build, and it would give us no tax revenue except a little pool-hall prosperity. 
The private utility dams would not require use of tax funds to build, and would 
provide tax revenue totaling about $10 million a year—or about a half billion 
dollars in 50 years. 

To illustrate what this means to Idaho, let me tell you what another private 
company dam has meant to one Idaho county—Bonners County in the panhandle. 
In 1950, before Washington Water Power built Cabinet Gorge Dam—in record 
time, I might add—Bonners County was in serious tax strife. Timber stands 
nearby, which once supported Bonners County economy, was about gone. Tax 
levies were at a limit. Now schools were badly needed. And many other things 
were also badly needed, which Bonners County couldn’t pay for. In 1950, 
Washington Water Power paid $3,480.59 to the county in utility taxes. Three 
and a half thousand won’t build much of a school. 

That was the picture before Cabinet Gorge. After this dam was completed 
and transmission interconnections installed, Washington Water Power last year 
paid almost a half million in taxes to Bonners County—$413,640.20—every penny 
of it to the county. From less than $4,000 to more than $400,000. 

County valuations jumped from over $12 million to almost $19 million, a 6414 
percent increase, in 5 years, mind you. Tax levies on county residents were 
reduced for the first time in history. And look what the dam did for teachers. 
After Cabinet Gorge, teachers received an average wage increase of $1,100. Look 
what it did for the kids. Bonners County now educates 457 more children and 








‘ 






























HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 81 





, amounted to almost $2 million. Sure they had more kids. But before evalua- 
% tion per pupil was $3,967.19, Now it is up to $5,233.97. ' 
Gentlemen, here is the payoff, a real contrast. Bonners County has another 
new dam, Albeni Falls, a public-power dam. This dam flooded out 20 feet of 
shore property on Lake Pend Oreille thereby removing So much property from 
the tax rolls that it reduced county valuation by $200,000. And pays no taxes, 
built at public expense, you and me. : : 

Besides the almost half million Washington Water Power paid to Bonners, the 
company paid about $926,000 to nine north Idaho counties in which it operates 
—as well as paying millions to State and I ederal treasuries. 


4 transports 1,108 more kids to and from school. School building programs 


om a These are the benefits the public power supporters would deny Idaho, They 
» ‘ would deprive our children of their rightful heritage for the sake of some 
. ; nebulous, so-called benefits aglimmering in the wishful mind of some socialistic 
, planner. Cheap power? Cheap power indeed. ' 

; I pay electric bills like everyone else—to a private company, by the way. 
7 It’s a small item on the budget. It doesn’t hurt much. Now wouldn’t I bea fine 
= citizen if I was to take the public platform to insist that the Government in 
. Washington, D. C., chip the tax off that bill and let the school kids get along the 
. best they can? I’d rather know that when I turn on a light, I am helping to make 


better Americans of Idaho’s kids. I want tax-paid kilowatts in my home. I 
o believe—I know—if you polled everyone in Idaho, you would find they feel as I do. 


; All of Idaho’s development to date—all our hopes for the future—have been 
. based upon use of our four great resources: water, and agricultural land made 
, productive by water, minerals, and timber, And we hope that each of these 
7 resources will continue to pay its fair share of tax at State and local levels. 


f But now, now some Federal planners want to take our water without paying a 
e ; rit 
nickel for it. , \ : : ‘ 2 

We need only look across the river at our neighboring State of Washington 
to see what can happen when too much of the State’s resources come under 
r- , government, or “public” control. Washington is far in debt and its legislature 
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oT 2 just passed a tax-increase bill painful to every citizen. Its counties are having 
* trouble meeting expenses. Its schools are overcrowded and short of funds. 
“e _ In the meantime the State is already far down the one-way road to socialism 
- i. with nontaxpaying Federal dams and public power agencies that pay almost 
ly i no taxes and, to make matters even worse, have the legal right to levy taxes 

7 f themselves. Let’s not let that sort of thing happen here in Idaho. 

? i Hells Canyon would just be the first big socialistic creep in Idaho. Provisions 
“ of the new Hells Canyon bill would let Idaho have somewhere around half the 
. a power from a Federal dam, provided—and let’s look at this carefully—provided 
, the State qualified under the provision of the preference clause. 
to High dam advocates would give us a choice—the choice of no power from 
». Hells Canyon, or public power. That’s the law. I nfortunately, few people in 
P Idaho realize that public agencies anywhere get first choice of power generated 
y by Federal dams. That’s the preference clause. Preference—that’s a strange 
is word for a United States law. To me, preference by definition and nature is 

. discriminatory and contrary to the constitution. If the Federal Government 
id f builds Hells Canyon dam, Idaho will come face to face with the discriminatory 
oa is preference clause. It may force us to become irretrievably dependent upon 

a Federal dollars. 

to 5 . On one point regarding the Northwest power situation, I feel we can all agree. 
“4 a Unless new dams are started soon, the Pacific Northwest will experience a power 
-d shortage in the early 1960’s which could curtail industry and put people out 
4s of work, If those shortages occur, everyone in the region will be hurt. Let’s 
oe quit chewing the rag and get some progress. 

a A private power company is ready right now to build dams on the Hells 
‘0 ig Canyon stretch of the Snake which annually would add almost a million kilo- 
i » watts (900,800 kilowatts) to our power supply. We need that power right 

; away. It will take the combined financial resources of the Government as wel) 
ad B as industry to do all the jobs that need to be done. But Federal dam advocates 
si s seem unconcerned with the danger of shortages. They say, “No, let’s wait until 
i> 7” we can do it our way.” 

. % _In two previous administrations, Congress was asked to authorize the half 
‘i, 4 billion-dollar Federal Hells Canyon Dam. Both times the bill failed to pass 
re q Unless public-power-minded Congressmen can call their shots better than 1] 
i. ; think, there is no assurance it will pass this time, and I sincerely hope it will 
yk % 
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not. But suppose it did pass. It’s quite another thing to get a half-billion- 
dollar appropriation for a single controversial dam. 

Public-power people would settle for passage only. It would give them a 
brandnew weapon to wave at the Federal Power Commission while a million 
words assailed a policy of partnership. Now suppose—just suppose—one of 
these years an appropriation was made. Then it would take from 7 to 10 year: 
more to put up this public-power monument. In the meantime, power shortages 
would have stunted our growth. We can’t get back those kilowatts going ove: 
the damsite right now. 

In that same decade, that high Hells Canyon Dam was getting around to being 
built, private utility dams could have been producing billions of kilowatts. 

Some say the big dam would produce more kilowatts than the three low dams 
I wouldn’t know about that. As I said, I’m not an engineer, but whatever addi 
tional power the big dam might generate, it might take as much as a quarte! 
of a century for the high dam to catch up with what the three low dams could 
have produced in the same length of time, due to the delays of construction in 
the high dam. 

By that time, who knows, hydroelectric generation might be obsolete. Tre- 
mendous strides are being made in developing techniques for conversion of 
nuclear energy to electric energy. The way the scientists are going, we might 
have atomic generation before they could ever fill up the reservoir behind the 
big dam. 

It seems that quite suddenly the high dam in the canyon has become important 
as a flood-control measure. Let’s look at the record and at some of the things 
that are known about the Snake River. First of all, in previous published fig- 
ures on a high dam only about 4 percent of the total cost has been allocated to 
flood control. That don’t sound like its flood-control benefits would amount to 
much. And there is no more water in the Snake now than there was when those 
figures came out. There is not as much water in the Snake River as high-dam 
supporters would have us believe. It contributes very little to any floods in the 
Pacific Northwest. Take for example the flood of 1948. At that time the Snake 
River above the mouths of the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers had only 50,000 
second-feet of water. The Salmon had 103,000 second-feet running and the 
Clearwater had 177,000 second-feet. At flood stage the Snake has a 16-to-1 
ratio of increase in volume of water, the Salmon 57-to-1 and the Clearwater 
344-to-1. You can’t make a good case for flood control in Hells Canyon out of 
those figures. Though public power promoters say over and over again that 
a high dam would create more benefits than would the private company dams. 
no new proof of those benefits has been presented. Even assuming the high 
dam would do some things the low dams would not do, how about the cost of 
those additional benefits. I maintain that those benefits would need to be over 
whelming to offset the loss to Idaho in tax revenue, in loss of control of our 
own destiny, and the loss to the region due to delay and power shortages, the 
loss to the country in tax expenditures, the loss of our freedom to big Govern 
ment, the loss of our resource heritage and, to those of us who stand opposed 
to Federal theft of rights as citizens, the loss of our self-respect. 

rentlemen, if the Federal Government wants to help Idaho and the entire 
Pacific Northwest, there are plenty of places where they can do so. Get the Gov- 
ernment into its rightful place in western development—reclamation, irrigation, 
recreation, true flood control, and navigation. We don’t mind your using our 
tax dollars for those things which the people cannot do for themselves, and 
there is no loss of tax revenue involved in those areas. Let electric power be 
generated and distributed by investor-owned companies who know their business 
best. Let’s lump our tax dollars with our investment money and the Northwest 
will receive twice the benefits with half the pain to everyone concerned. Con- 
centrate on those projects which cannot be built without Federal help. Let those 
who can, and who are willing, contribute to the development of the region. The 
Government does us a great disservice when it excludes a private company at 
Hells Canyon to keep a dangerous dream alive in the minds of professional wel- 
fare-staters who are ignorant of our local problems and refuse to recognize the 
rights of the individual. 


Mr. Curtis. I believe I will let the rest of this go into the record 
with your permission and perhaps let some of the rest of the fellows 


come up and speak. I have some papers to prepare and then I would 
like to have just a minute at the close to present my final papers and 
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messages to you. If I can have just a minute at the close of the pro- 
gram to present my final papers. 

Senator Murray. You want to make a final statement / 

Mr. Curtis. At the close of the program. 

Senator Murray. You mean at the close of these hearings! You 
want tocome in and make another statement ? 

Mr. Curtis. I want to present to you some statements, letters and 
resolutions. 

Senator Murray. Present them now. 

Mr. Curtis. I may have more coming. 

Senator Murray. Bring them in and give them to the reporter. 

Mr. Curtis. These are statements of a number of people who could 
not be here today and their statements are here for you to be put into 
the record. 

Senator Murray. They are signed and contain the address of the 
writer ? 

Mr. Curtis. The signatures of the writers are on the papers and 
these I present to you for the record. 

Senator Murray. The next witness is Robert D. Werner. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. WERNER, PUBLISHER OF THE 
CLEARWATER TRIBUNE 


Mr. Werner. My name is Robert D. Werner, I am publisher of the 
Clearwater Tribune with one exception the largest weekly newspaper 
in the five counties comprising what is known as north central Idaho. 
Since 1921 my family has owned a farm of 160 acres on the Minidoka 
government project at Burley and since that time the home of my 
parents has been heated with so called cheap Government power from 
that project. I say this to show that I am fully conversant with the 
advantages of public power, but I am convinced that one of the things 
that has made Idaho a great State is the conservatism of its people and 
the splendid performance of its major taxpaying private utilities. 

[ am conversant with the problems of most of Idaho, having served 
the past 9 years on a State hospital board and charitable institution’s 
commission whose functions covered most of the State. It is a source 
of satisfaction to me to know that Idaho, the most financially solvent 
of the Northwest States, is now on the threshold of an even more 
prosperous future through the exportation of surplus kilowatts by 
the taxpaying utilities of the State to the metropolitan centers of the 
Pacific coast from a comprehensive development of the Middle Snake 
River and its tributaries. Coastal areas have long been noted for their 
attempts at exploitation of Idaho’s resources and the current efforts of 
the distinguished gentlemen from Oregon to foist a high Federal dam 
at Hells Canyon on the people of Idaho is but a continuation of an 
old practice. However, Idaho will not sit idly by and agree to the 
virtual confiscation of its water and tax resources, particularly by 
power hungry public utility divisions which have unlimited powers 
to incur debt and to expand. 

In support of the fantastic, wasteful, uneconomic high Federal dam 
at Hells Canyon, the proponents of the project, according to the Con 
eressional Record of March 11, have sought to entice support in Idaho 
by offering an undeliverable and highly fictitious figure of 500,000 
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kilowatts of power to the people of Idaho from the atomically vul- 
nerable, single high dam, but to accept this gracious gift of our own 
Snake River generation, we would apparently have to set up a social 
istic State-owned power agency which would be an anathema to ow 
way of life. The fact that these three Hells Canyon dam hearing: 
were originally all scheduled downstream from the dam area is eco 
nomically, if not politically, significant. Most of the benefits w 

be downstream, not at Lewiston, but down at Pasco and Portland 
where the big power users enjoy tax-free subsidies. The mighty 
Columbia contributes so little of its fair share of the proper tax base 
to the State of Washington that its legislators have recently been seen 
in action on verge of passing a 4-percent sales tax to take up the slack. 

Our friends in Canada are a little more on the smart side. They 
ask for 40 percent of the downstream benefits for storage in Canada. 
Idahoans have no desire to be selfish, but they in self-preservation must 
insist that the big industrial centers of Portland and Seattle leave 
our head gates alone, and also insist that we not be forced against ou: 
will to contribute Snake River water to perpetuate the subsidy they 
now enjoy from Uncle Sam. How apparent that subsidy is, can be 
found in the Federal Power Commission testimony which shows that 
each extra kilowatt from the high dam, above the Idaho Power Co.'s 
three-dam capacity will cost Uncle about $65.51 per year to own, while 
at the present rate the Bonneville Power Administration could sell 
that kilowatt for $17.50 per year. 

The January 1955 issue of the Monthly Review published by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco does much to explode the 
myth that it is necessary to pour millions of dollars in power subsidies 
into an area to get proper development of resources. It published on 
pages 7 to 15, a factual treatise on the economic development of the 
Intermountain States since 1939, and contrasts the growth of this his- 
toric stronghold of private power development with the Pacific coast 
region. Quoting Department of Commerce analyses, the Review says: 


A good indication of the extent of the economic growth of an area can be gained 
from examination of income statistics. Between 1940 and 1953, total income 


se 


payments in the Intermountain area increased from $826 million to $2,777 mil- 
lion, more than a fourfold increase. Income in the region * * * gained rela- 
tive to the other States in the Union and to the Pacific coast in general. 

Tables show that per capita income in dollars in this private utility 
sanctuary increased by 214 percent compared to 164 percent in three 
Pacific Coast States and compared to 197 percent for the United States 
as a whole. We know that southern Idaho has never had a power 
shortage despite the fact that demands on the company’s systems in 
the past 10 years have increased faster than other systems in the north 
west, publicly or privately owned. We know too, that if we depend 
on Congress for such projects as the high Federal dam at Hells Can- 
yon, our sawmills will be cut back in Clearwater County just like the) 
were curtailed in 1952 because of a power shortage. 

In summary I oppose the Federal Government preempting our 
rightful water heritage because: (1) Congress cannot safeguard irri- 
gation rights to Idaho farmers. If building a dam is a constitutional 
prerogative then such authority overrides any possible protection short 
of constitutional amendment. (2) Because the three-dam plan of the 
Idaho Power Co. would pay into Idaho $3,000,000 per year in taxes. 
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We have struggled for 20 years to get a new $1,500,000 library at our 
State university. This revenue would be sufficient to build two of 
such projects every year. (3) The excess high dam power produced 
would be so costly to own that steam generation would be more eco- 
nomical. (4) The high dam would dry up all Federal expenditures 
for partnership resource development elsewhere in the northwest. It 
would contribute to acute power shortages during the long 10-year 
period of Federal construction. (5) I oppose the high Federal dam 
because a dime spent on the Clearwater River for flood protection will 
buy more than a dollar spent for the same purpose on the Snake River. 
Volume 7 of House Document 53] Says that the difference between 
high flood water and the lowest stage of the Snake River is 16 to 1; 
the difference between highest flood stage and lowest water on the 
Salmon River is 57 to 1: and the difference between highest floods and 
lowest flow on the Clearwater River is 344 to1. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Harry Hulbert, seed 
merchant, Lewiston. 


STATEMENT OF H. W. HULBERT, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Hureserr. Mr. Chairman, members of the Hells Canyon hearing 
committee, I appreciate the opportunity of presenting a few of my 
ideas to this group in relation to Hells Canyon, the proposed Hells 
Canyon Dam. I have lived in Idaho nearly 40 years. I have been 
interested in agriculture of Idaho for some 20 years through the Uni- 
versity of Idaho. I have been in the seed business in Idaho for nearly 
2) years, and at the present time I happen to be the president of the 
Idaho-Eastern Oregon Seed Association, which is an organization of 
seed men for their own promotional good will. I mention these things 
to indicate to you that I have had considerable experience in Idaho 
agriculture. I have watched with pride the growth of Idaho during 
the past 35 to 40 years and I can see great possibilities for the future of 
the State providing some of these natural resources are properly 
handled. One of the previous speakers of the proponents mentioned 
the fact that you could have filled the proposed Hells Canyon Dam 
storage some 30 times, I believe he said, in the last 10 years. Taking 
the figures of the Bureau of Reclamation, he could have done it 32 
times. We'll agree with that. 

In an editorial in the Lewiston Morning Tribune on September 
15, we had an editorial which stated that 1214 million acre-feet of 
water went by the Oxbow point on the Snake River, which is the 
nearest measuring station to the Hells Canyon Dam and those figures 
are substantially correct. Obviously then, it would be easy to fill a 
3,880,000 acre-foot storage space with that much water. And in the dry 
vears even if that amount of water was decreased down to 8 or 9 million 
acre-feet you could still fill that space very easy. Mathematics would 
prove that, but there is one thing the proponents haven’t told you 
and you probably have all of these figures, I am sure you have, that 
we have to maintain streamflow in the Snake River and actually when 
you get down to the basic facts we only need a storage of about on the 
average of a million acre-feet per year at the Hells Canyon site. And 
in the appropriation as suggested for the Hells Canyon Dam 94.7 per- 
cent of the money to be expended was delegated to the power; 5.3 
percent was delegated for other uses including storage; so the peop): 
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who are in favor of Hells Canyon Dam admit, to begin with, that 
is merely a power project. Ladies and gentlemen, we had under co 
struction and contemplated and approv ‘d by the Federal Governme: 
6.000.700 kilowatts of power. Those are from dams that have be: 
approved by the Congress of the United States or under construct 
or recommended for construction. Isn’t it reasonable that perhap 
we might decide to finish those projects rather than contemplate a 
new one at this time when we have had an offer from a private con 
cern? And I cannot help but be in favor of private enterprise becaus 
I have been in that all my life. 

Private enterprise today would build a dam in the Hells Canyor 
site that would produce practically all the power that Hells Cany: 
would, take care of a million acre-feet of water easy enough and wi 
could put our money into development of these other dams that y: 
have approved and we could do one other thing which the people a of 
central Idaho should be interested in, that is control of the floodwat 
of the two streams which really flow by our door, the Pe entes 
River and the Salmon River. Out of this little creek that runs o1 
this side, the Clearwater, looks like a creek now, 11 million acre-feet 
of water go down that stream each year. Out of the Salmon River 
comes another 8 million acre-feet. It is more important to contro] 
19 million acre-feet of water than 1 million acre-feet of water. 

You know, 35 years ago when I am familiar with these merely be 
cause I fished these streams back in the Clearwater area, I have been 
over most of them, the Clearwater River ran full bank much of the 
season. What has happened since? We have had to harvest our tim- 
ber. It is a natural resource. Millions are engaged in the harvesting 
of that timber and when you take timber off land you have the same 
thing that happened to our agricultural land; we have erosion. That 
erosion has been a disastrous thing i in our timber country just as it has 
been in our agricultural country. The Soil Conservation Service of 
the Department of Agriculture has done a fine job in leading the way to 
the reclamation of eroded land in this area. It’s gone a long ways to 
improving our agricultural conditions by pr actices and the same thing 
could be done in our forestry land. Isn’t it far more farsighted to take 
some of the money we might spend on the starting of a new project; 
namely Hells Canyon Dam, and spend some of that money in the back 
country under the guidance of the United States Department of Ag- 
riculture, who are thoroughly familiar with the practices and needs 
of that type of land? They can restore uniformity in which our 
streams flow toward the sea and there isn’t any doubt but what the 
Clearwater River and the Snake River with their 19 million acre- 
feet of water flow unhampered clear to McNary Dam. Thank you. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Hulbert :) 


Gentlemen, the writer has resided in the State of Idaho for nearly 40 years. 
Nineteen years as agronomist of the Idaho Experiment Station enabled me to 
become thoroughly familiar with all of the agricultural areas of Idaho. Since 
leaving the experiment station I have been engaged in the seed business in Idaho 
and am now president of the Idaho-Eastern Oregon Seed Association. This long 
agricultural experience enables me to furnish information regarding the needs 
of the State on a firsthand basis. 

The Snake River drainage above Hells Canyon dam site is already regulated 
by five completed dams, with the 6th, Palisades under construction. The flow 
of water passing Oxbow, Hells Canyon nearest measuring station, as stated edi- 
torially in the Lewiston Morning Tribune of September 13 is 1214 mililon acre- 
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feet. In the drier years, this average could easily dwindle to 8 or 9 million acre 
feet. Obviously, as this editorial pointed out, one could easily fill the propos “d 
» 880,000 acre-foot storage space of the high dam even in the drier seasons. 
“What this editorial failed to point out and what few people realize is that an 
obligation exists to maintain a reasonable minimum stream-flow thre ughoul 
the year. Consequently, with a reasonable minimum flow ne essary in these 
drier seasons there would be no water left for storage in the high dam. Fur- 
thermore, it is a matter of record that the distribution of the runoff at Oxbow 
is far more uniform than most of the streams of the Columbia River system. 
Using these streamflow figures it is a matter of engineering record that on the 
average only about a million acre-feet of water need be stored at Hells Canyon. 
When Palisades is completed, it can store an additional 1,200,000 acre-feet of 
water not now impounded. 

We have in southern Idaho an estimated 2 million acres of land that will 
need to be irrigated at some time in the future. Obviously, the water to be used 
for this purpose must be assured before it is allocated for some downstream 
purpose. This means that approximately another 4 million acre-feet of water 
will be needed for agricultural purposes. This usage will reduce the present 
average streamflow another 350 percent. 

Probably these data on streamflow are the reason for the admission by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that 94.7 percent of the cost of Hells Canyon dam are al- 
located for production of power. Hells Canyon is purely a power project and 
would add, at tremendous expense another 800,000 kilowatts to the 6,741,000 
estimated obtainable from Federal projects now under construction and recom- 
mended. 

We, in this area, live in a drainage from central Idaho comprising water from 
both the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers. These 2 rivers have an average runoff 
of 19 million acre-feet, which flows unhindered and unregulated until it reaches 
the present McNary Dam. Instead of spending money for power at Hells 
Canyon, we should be trying to get something done about the flood control of 
these two streams. Numerous interests fought the building of two dams on the 
Clearwater, dams which would have had more flood control value and would 
furnish as much usable downstream water as Hells Canyon. 

Thirty-five years ago the Clearwater River was an orderly stream, flowing 
clear and full, with gradual runoff. Since then, we have had to harvest the 
timber crop. In those logged-off areas there is little to hold the moisture from 
the winter snows. They melt quickly and run off as soon as they melt. They 
erode the land and cause floods in our streams. This is the same type of erosion 
that plagued our farmlands, but is now being solved by proper conservation. 
The same principles of farm soil conservation can be applied to forest land. The 
United States Department of Agriculture has the answers to handling this prob- 
lem. They can hold water by proper methods at the headwaters of our streams. 
Let’s pass up the building of another Federal power dam like Hells Canyon, use 
of the money for conservation of water in the timber country, and complete the 
projects already authorized. Let’s build Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little 
Goose, and Lower Granite. This will give Lewiston a waterway to the sea as 
well as furnish flood control on our two unregulated rivers. 


Senator Murray. The next witness will be Carl C. Moore of Lewis- 
ton, Idaho, for the proponents. 


STATEMENT OF CARL C. MOORE, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Moorr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, distinguished 
guests, my name is Carl C. Moore. By occupation I am a farm 
machinery dealer, part owner of Moore Equipment here in Lewiston. 
During the past 2 years I have been dealing with a great many 
farmers and businessmen in the trade area around Lewiston, Idaho 
and Clarkston, Wash. During that time it has become more and 
more obvious that a very real bottleneck in the economy of this 
area is high transportation costs. My testimony, therefore, will be 
on the navigation argument for Hells Canyon Dam. 

Here is our problem on navigation. The Corps of Engineers has 
prepared plans for four dams on the lower Snake River between 
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Pasco, Wash., and Lewiston, Idaho. In that distance the Snake 
River "drops 400 feet so we need 4 dams and locks with a 100-foot lift 
each. Obviously as a single purpose nav igation project under the im 
mediately avail: able volume of traffic in gasoline, oil and grain, these 
dams are not feasible. In other vords, the idea of single- purpose 
navigation dams is almost automatically eliminated. Possibly t the 
raising of the river level would reduce the cost of pumping water for 
irrigs ition in some locations but the value of this would be very smal 
The main source of cash revenue from construction of these dams is 
from electric power. These 4 dams can produce 114 million kilowatts 
of power or more than that of 2 Bonneville Dams, but here again wi 
run into another problem. 

The Snake River floods in late spring and early summer and has a 
very low flow during the winter months. Construction of the four 
dams on the lower Snake on a run of the river basis would make 
possible the production of a lot of power during the summer montlis 
but would produce very little firm power. Unless this power can be 
firmed up it would be low in value. The only solution for this aspect 
of the problem is a storage project on the upper reaches of the river. 
Unless we have the upstream storage of Hells Canyon Dam to cate 
the summer floodwaters for release in winter, the power revenues 
from the four dams on the lower Snake would not be sufficient to make 
these projects practical. We want Hells Canyon Dam to level the flow 
of the river. We also hope to have other upstream storage dams built 
on the upper C learw: iter for the same purpose. Ultimately the flow 
on the lower Snake could be leveled so that the flow would be almost 
constant the year round. 

According to reports of the Federal Power Commission, (document 
EPC, p. 26, dated Jan. 1, 1953), the Snake River is one of the few 
streams left in America where there are available uninhabited can- 
yons where engineers can build dams with large upstream storage 
reservoirs sufficient in capacity to actually shift the peak flow of the 
river from one period to another during the year. Undoubtedly 
technical witnesses will cover in detail what happens to the benefit-cost 
ratio of the four lower Snake River navigation dams if there is no 
upstream storage. I am advised that for Ice Harbor Dam the ratio 
of benefits over costs is around 1.2 with Hells Canyon Dam but 
drops to 1 or slightly under if Hells Canyon is not built. With 
Hells Canyon Dam storage assured we can feel safe from an economic 
standpoint in going ahead with construction of these 4 low dams 
which will ultimate ‘ly give to the State of Idaho a 14- foot navigation 
channel to the Pacifie Ocean. The argument has been advanced tha 
other upstream storage, possibly on the Clearwater, would serve 
equally well to firm up the winter flow of water. Theoretically this 
may be true, from a practical standpoint, if a site as ideally located 
and as practical from every view as is the Hells Canyon site is aban- 
doned, we cannot imagine that other upstream storage dams would 
be built. The abandonment of Hells Canyon would extend far beyond 
the question of just one dam. If this site is abandoned, we also aban- 
don the principle of comprehensive, multiple-purpose full eee? 
ment of our rivers and we will lose much more than just the Hells 
yon Dam site. This same abandonment of comprehensive de rele 
ment would lead to the abandonment of other upstream storage dan 
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Lack of headwater control would necessitate the abandonment of 
many downstream dams. Undoubtedly included in the loss would be 
the loss of our 14-foot navigation chi innel into Idaho. 

We must build the Hells Canyon Dam if the Snake River, and par 
ticularly the lower reaches of the Snake River, are to be fully devel- 
oped. M: iy I conclude therefore by the urging of the construction of 
Hells Canyon Dam, not only for its intrinsic worth for direct power, 
flood control, and navigation be nefits, but also because thereby (‘on 
eress would reaflirm the principle of full river development. Tells 
Canyon is a key project which unlocks a broad development of an 
entire area. I respectively urge the enactment of Senate bill S. 1333. 
Thank von, gentlemen. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Ora FE. Beasley, Sand 
point, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF ORA E. BEASLEY, MANAGER, NORTHERN LIGHTS, 
INC., SANDPOINT, IDAHO 


Mr. Brastry. Mr. Chairman, honorable committee, my name is 
Ora I. Beasley from Sandpoint, Idaho. By occupation 1 am man 
ager of Northern Lights, Inc., which is an REA cooperative serving 
in 2 northern counties of Idaho and the western part of the 2 north 
west counties of Montana, We serve some approximately 3,000 mem- 
bers and have gone from—or rather borrowed from the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration, some approximately $3 million. 

On behalf of my board of directors and members of this organiza- 
tion, I come to you today supporting for that group of people the high 
Hells Canyon Dam and we recommend that your committee pass on 
Senate bill 1333 with a strong “do pass” at your recommendation. I 
also appear as president of the Northwest Public Power Association 
for the Pacific Northwest, which is the regionwide service organiza- 
tion consisting of 97 electric systems which in turn produce and pro- 

vide electric services to about. 134 million people, or about 35 percent 
of the population of the Pacific Northwest. These 1,750,000 people 
own the 97 electric systems which own the Northwest Public Power 
Association. The Northwest Power Association as such has consist- 
ently, from time to time over the past 8 years, endorsed the construc- 
tion of Hells Canyon Dam, and our records and my submission of 
exhibits in the record, with your permission, with my prepared state- 
ment will bear that out over the years. These records begin back in 
1948, and with your permission, I would like to quote a letter written 
by our executive secretary, Mr. Gus Norwood, to Chairman Nelson Lee 
Smith, of the Federal Power Commission, on Janu: ry 26,1948. And 
] quote: 

Please advise as to what application, if any, has been made by the Idaho Power 
Co, to construct a dam at the Oxbow site on the Snake River. Frankly we feel 
that the construction of a dam there is not in accord with the provisions of 
Federal law which require such projects to secure the most comprhensive devel- 
opinent of a stream. We feel that the Hells Canyon Dam is the answer for the 
harnessing of that part of the Snake River—in fact it would flood out the 
Oxbow Dam site. I fear repetition of the situation which obtained when Grand 
Coulee flooded out the Kettle Falls site of WWP Co. and because WWP Co. had 
been given rights at Kettle Falls, they were able to fight the Federal Govern- 
ment and obtain an award of damages. We are planning, then, to become party 


to any hearing which might be planned for the granting of a license for the 
Oxbow Dam project. 
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I would also like to inject that to the people, the grassroots people 
in the Pacific Northwest, as mentioned earlier, the Hungry Horse Dan 
meant much. We believe, sincerely believe, that the high Hells C 
yon Dam, harnessed and pooled together, can mean much more ai 
far greater benefits for all the people—not one segment—in the Pac 
Northwest and the Nation asa whole. From year to year the members 
of our association, in the Northwest Public Power Association, hav; 
studied this project and what it means to the people of the Pacific 
Northwest. As a result of this study our people continue to believe 
that we must have a high Hells Canyon Dam in order to continue the 
much-needed growth of the people in the Pacific Northwest and their 
srogress. My written testimony will bear out, from the action taken 
By the association. We attached four exhibits, which are not too long 
to the prepared statement and sincerely hope that you will study these 
exhibits which clearly point out the advantages gained according to 
some of the outstanding people in that study in this community. In 
my humble opinion, the controversy is over whether or not the Gov- 
ernment builds the Hells Canyon Dam for all of the people, or whether 
we allow this great resource by allowing other selfish interests to do 
a halfway job by building some smaller dams, rests the decision as to 
wether this great asset is put to work for the people of the Pacific 
Northwest and country as a whole. Thank you very much. 

(The following st: itement was filed by Mr. “Beasley : ) 


The Northwest Public Power Association has consistently endorsed the con- 
struction of Hells Canyon Dam over the past 7 years. This record of consistent 
action begins with a letter of inquiry which our executive secretary, Gus Nor- 
wood, wrote to Chairman Nelson Lee Smith of the Federal Power Commission 
on January 26, 1948. I quote only the pertinent paragraph : 

(Letter quoted in oral testimony. ) 

A few days later on February 6, 1948, the annual membership meeting of the 
Northwest Public Power Association meeting here at the Lewis and Clark Hote! 
in Lewiston, Idaho, adopted its first resolution bearing on Hells Canyon Dam. 
The occasion was the adoption by the Oregon Legislature of Senate bill 99 which 
was specifically requested by the Idaho Power Co. to get around the Oregon 
hydroelectric law. Senate bill 99 was referred to the people through the efforts 
of the Oregon State Grange. Our membership voted to “urge the defeat of 
Senate bill 99.” That November, the good people of Oregon did decisively defeat 
the Idaho Power Co. scheme. I mention this election also because it is the only 
plebiscite which has been held on the Helis Canyon Dam issue. Indirectly there 
was another plebiscite in the elections of Congresswoman Gracie Pfost in 1952 
and 1954, and in the election of Senator Richard Neuberger in 1954. In all of 
these elections the people voted in favor of Hells Canyon Dam. 

At the same membership meeting here in Lewiston we adopted an extensive 
statement on Federal power policy which included specifically an endorsement of 
the phase B projects of the Army’s 308 Columbia River Review Report. The 
Hells Canyon is a key project in phase B. 

Two years later when the Idaho Vower Co. actually applied for the Oxbow 
Dam license our association sent in a Jetter of informal protest on March 27, 1951 
On June 27, 1951, our board of trustees adopted and on September 14, 1951, 
slightly modified our first detailed Hells Canyon resolution. It urged the earli- 
est practicable start of construction by either the Army or Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. We had much discussion as to which agency should do the building. On 
January 25, 1952, however, the board of trustees adopted a motion which read: 

“The Association reaffirms its position endorsing the construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam and recommends as its first preference that the enabling legisla- 
tion be patterned after the Hungry Horse Dam Act.” 

During 1952 the Association submitted lengthy testimony on Hells Canyon 
On March 26, 1952, in a four-page printed statement our executive secretary 
reviewed the resolutions previously adopted by the association and submitted a 
proposed draft of legislation in preference to H. R. 5743. 
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On July 7, 1952, the association filed with the Federal Power Commission a 
petition for intervention which was granted. A week later on July 15, 1952, 
at the Federal Power Commission hearing at Baker, Oreg., a four-page state- 
ment was submitted. The testimony urged the Commission to reject the Oxbow 
application on the ground of failure to meet the test of comprehensiveness under 
secion 10 (a) of the Federal Power Act, and secondly the statement urged the 
Commission to invoke section 7 (b) and recommend Federal construction of the 
project. A copy of these two statements is attached to the original copy of my 
testimony (exhibits 1 and 2). We did not have additional copies available. I 
hope the committee will permit them to be printed as part of the hearing record. 

The next action of the association was a motion on May 6, 1953, reading, “That 
the Association continue its legal intervention in opposition to the application of 
the Idaho Power Co. to construct the Oxbow Dam.” The same day the follow- 
ing more general motion was also approved : 

“The Association reaffirms its endorsement of a policy favoring construction 
of dams on a basis of comprehensive use of the potential water power as illus- 
trated by claims that Hells Canyon would provide such maximum development. 
Conversely, the Association opposes any proposed dam which does not make the 
fullest feasible use of the river, as might be the case with the Oxbow Dam pro- 
posal of the Idaho Power Co.” 

In September, 1953, the Association published four pages of articles on the 
subject of Hells Canyon, upstream storage, the Snake River and the Paradise 
Dam. Here again is such a wealth of material based on extensive research that 
I recommend its inclusion in the hearing record. (Exhibit 3). Particular atten- 
tion is called to the information on pages 5 and 6. 

We are also including as exhibit 4 a graphic illustration from the Cotton 
report which shows in detail that the downriver power generation benefits from 
having the high Hells Canyon Dam would increase the generation for the Pacific 
Northwest by 436,000 kilowatts. The generation at the Hells Canyon Dam, plus 
the downstream benefits, would amount to the enormous sum of 1,122,000 kilo- 
watts of much-needed power for the expansion and growth of the Pacific North- 
west. In addition to the power benefits, it would be hard to predict the actual 
dollar and cents value from the standpoint of flood control, navigation, irriga- 
tion, and other multipurpose benefits to the Northwest's comprehensive river 
control program which would result from the construction of the proposed Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

This concludes my review of the official actions of the association except to 
state that during 1953 and 1954 we contributed both money and staff time toward 
the presentation of the Hells Canyon Dam case before the Federal Power Com- 
mission. We have had two representatives on the board of directors of the 
National Hells Canyon Association. 

In closing may I offer to your honorable committee our assistance in any 
manner within our means. Our executive secretary, Gus Norwood, has been 
in close touch with the Hells Canyon issue the past 7 years. I was very much 
interested in a 1-sentence summary of the case which he recently sent me as 
a summary of the numerous briefs and reply briefs which have been filed before 
the Federal Power Commission. “In a nutshell,” he says, “the Hells Canyon 
Dam will provide 60 percent more power for at least 35 percent less cost per 
kilowatt-hour.” 

With this observation I should like to state that the Northwest Public Power 
Association endorses Senate bill 1333 and its companion House bills. 


(The document referred to in the above statement appear in the por- 
tion of the transcript consisting of the exhibits.) 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. The next witness will be 
Harry Butler, Lewiston, Idaho. I wish the witnesses that are going to 
testify here would be present in the room so that we will have no delay 
in their coming to the witness stand. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY BUTLER, MANAGER, CLEARWATER 
POWER CO., LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests, my statement has 
been presented. I would like to make mention of a point or twe I 
am Harry Butler, manager of the Clearwater Power Co. 
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Senator Murray. You have filed your statement / 

Mr. Butier. Right. 

Senator Murray. It will be printed in full. 

Mr. Burier. I would like to make a comment on my statement. |] 
also find a lot of people who are in favor of this high dam but for 
various and devious reasons, including lack of intestin: ul fortitude, will 
not stand up and be counted. I find that these are the people who are 
up and down main street not only in Lewiston but our small towns, ou 
farmers that are in favor of development if we develop it. I als: 
have a statement of the people thinking in circles, confused by ads suc! 
as the one propagandizing the Hells Canyon as socialistic, under the 
term of socialism in the April 2d issue of the Saturday Evening Post, 
1955. If this is true I want to turn around to this group and let them 
look at a Socialist. It appears to me that if these people that are 
financing such advertising would put the money into electric service 
instead of putting it into the molding of public opinion we would 


have a better United States. 
I am going to make this very brief because we have a lot of good wit 
nesses coming on but I would like to read to you my closing stateme1 


It is unfortunate that this committee is not able to stand on the interstate 
bridge between Lewiston, Idaho, and Clarkston, Wash., on the first day of each 
month and view the change in the river level for themselves. We have periods 
when the stream is very small and then flood stage, when it is filled from bank 
to bank. What we, the people of Idaho, need to do is to dam the last natural res 
ervoir on the river to impound this annual runoff of water for the use of future 
generations and to allow Idaho to develop its potential resources. 


Thank you. 
(The following statement was filed by Mr. Butler :) 


My name is Harry Butler and I am a resident of the Lewiston Orchards. In 
my work as manager of the Clearwater Power Co. (an REA financed electri: 
cooperative) I talk to people from all walks of life—farmers, residents of smal! 
towns, sawmill workers, sawmill owners and operators, people in rural industries 
of various types and the people up and down main street in Lewiston, Idaho, 
U. S. A. 

I find a great number of these people favor the Federal Government building 
a high dam at Hells Canyon. I also find a lot of people who are in favor of this 
high dam but for various and devious reasons, including lack of intestinal forti 
tude, will not stand up and be counted. I also talk with people who are thinking 
in circles, mentally confused by the untruths and half-truths such as the ads 
appearing in our national magazines. These ads are paid for by the private elec- 
tric companies and include such ads as the Hells Canyon ad which appeared on 
Mirch 4, 1955, and the ad stressing socialism which appeared on April 2, 1955, 
and the so-called public service reports appearing as news items. In my opinion 
they should concentrate on electric service rather than on molding the opinions 
of the American people. 

Having served as a manager of a number of electric cooperatives, I have had 
the opportunity to observe high and low wholesale power rates and the effect 
of these rates on the power purchaser and the community they serve. In 1939, 
one of the cooperatives that I worked for paid 144¢ per kilowatt-hour for thei: 
wholesale power from a private company. Upon the completion of the Grand 


Coulee Dam this cooperative was able to execute a beneficial wholesale power 
contract with the Bonneville Power Administration. This contract provided for 
the adequate supply of power and also reduced the cost per kilowatt hour to 3% 


mills. This is an example of what all the electric cooperatives faced in the North 
west area before the days of Federal development. In our own case here at Clear 


water Power Co. the original power billing with the Washington Water Power 


Co. our power cost was in excess of 14%4¢ per kilowatt-hour. This cost was not 


materially reduced until 1942 when we contracted with the Bonneville Power 


Administration for our power needs at a basic cost of 3% mills per kilowatt-hour 
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This reduction in the wholesale power costs is one of the major reasons for our 
consumers increasing their average use today to 700 kilowatt-hours per month. 

Within our own State of Idaho we still have electric cooperatives purchasing 
power from private power companies at the 1939 rate of 1¢ per kilowatt-hour. 
This condition would be corrected by building the high dam, because all electric 
distributors, both private and public, would have access to this low cost power. 
Past experience has shown that most private and public groups have reduced 
rates to their users when large blocks of federally developed power was made 
available. 

The 1954 Federal Power Commission report on typical residential electric bills 
definitely proves that where the Federal Government has developed multipur- 
pose dams, the cost of power to the residential user is much lower than in other 
areas. 

Also where the Federal Government has developed generation and transmission 
facilities, industries likewise feel the benefit of low cost power and the area has 
a higher economic value to our Nation. Today the entire Northwest is facing a 
definite power shortage as evidence by the cut back of interruptible power 
through lack of water storage. In the future, the storage reservoir created by 
the high dam would help to correct this condition. This, plus the difference in 
power rates between southern and northern Idaho should be sufficient reason for 


909 


the elected official of Idaho to support 8S. 1383. 

(The final paragraph of the above statement appears in the oral 
test imony proceeding. ) 

Senator Murray. Thank you. Now we will turn to the opponents. 
The first witness will be S. Dean Arnold, attorney, Clarkston, Wash. 


STATEMENT OF S. DEAN ARNOLD, CLARKSTON, WASH. 


Mr. Arnoup. May it please the members of this committee, I am 
S. Dean Arnold, attorney at law, Clarkston, Wash., just across the 
interstate bridge. I have been a resident of southeastern Washington 
for 47 years and a resident and practicing attorney in Clarkston for 22 
years, the last 22 of those 47 years. Now, it was my understanding that 
we would forego the technical phases of this and the committee would 
like to know what the people think about it. Now as I interpreted that, 
not what I think about it but what the people in my county think 
about it, so I am going to tell you briefly that it is my considered 
opinion from my active contacts within Asotin County that there is in 
that county a small hard core of people who believe in private power 
and private power alone. 

There is an equally small minority that believes absolutely in public 
power to the exclusion of private industry. But it is my considered 
opinion that the majority of the people in that county are not very 
much concerned with who does the work or who spends the money, just 
so they get on about the business and spend the money, and the thing 
they resent at this time is the interference with the company that is 
already on the job by Congress and others. Now they are conscious 
of the power shortage, impending and real; they are conscious of the 
need for navigation as the gentlemen ahead of me have said; they are 
conscious of the need for flood control; they are conscious of the need 
for irrigation; but they do believe that if private industry wants to 
build generating plants, there is enough need for other multipurpose 
dams that the Government can well spend their money. In other 
words, if both private industry and Government are bent on trying to 
see how much money they can spend there is enough ‘project ‘for all 
of them without getting greedy over this one. And we submit, private 
power being on the ground ready to proceed, should be permitted to 
proceed. 
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Now, I, within the last 3 or 4 years, became a steelhead fisherman, o 
rather a potential steelhe: id fisherman. I know we fish for them at th: 
foot of the rapids and the top and I’m not a fish, but if I was, I thin! 
I’d rather not have to take those ladders all in one shot. I’d rathe: 
take them in 2 or 3 shots with a rest in between rather than do it al 

at once. 

Finally, coming back to my original premise, what the people 
Asotin County think, I believe this committee wants to know whethe 
the people in Asotin County are for public power as against privat 
development or whether they favor private development to the ex 
clusion of public power, and I want to call to the attention of tli 
committee, it is included in my written report, that Asotin County ha: 
twice voted on formation of a public utility district in that count) 
In 1940, the results of that election according to the certificate of thy 
county auditor, were as follows: There were 938 people who favore: 
formation of a public utility district and there were 2,231 people who 
opposed the formation of a public utility district. The percentages 
were 70 and 30, 30 for and 70 percent of the people against it. Not 
being satisfied, the public utility district proponents tried it again i1 
1950 with even more disastrous results. In that election there wer 
only 552 people in favor of public power, a decrease of approximate] 
400, and against it were 2,362 opposing public power. That was not 
a presidenti al election year so the vote is a little smaller, but the 
entire shift was downward in the public power vote. 

Now there was reprinted in the Clarkston newspaper with the issue 
of Augsut 25th, a chart showing the decline in voting supporting 
public power from 1933 to date. “Showi ing that in 1933, 70 percent of 
the public favored private power in elections and only 30 were op 
posed, and that by 1953 that percent has been reduced to where it is 
only about 20 percent that favor public power and the balance are 
against. ‘Those are national figures. That is the black jagged line 
which starts at the upper left h: and corner of the chart and runs down 
ward. I have superimposed upon that chart, and the colors are. not 
readily distinguishing in that light, but the shorter line is a blue line 
drawn to show the voting figures in 1940 in Asotin County and the 
1950 figure with a line connecting them, showing public opinion in 
Asotin County following the general trend of the Nation, showing 
that people in Asotin County and in the Nation are not interested in 
public power development. And I would like to say “amen” to a 
statement made by a predecessor on the stand that 21 of our counties, 
I believe 21, have public utility districts in the State of Washington. 
and the State is broke and the counties are out of taxes and they have 
to go to the State for school money and the State can’t do anything 
but come back to the counties and levy sales taxes. The situation is 
not only apparent, it is very real and I am proud of the fact that | 
am proud to stand before this committee and say it isn’t just what | 
think but what the voters of Asotin County have twice said to this 
issue in 1940 and 1950. 

Thank you. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Arnold :) 

The undersigned is not now, and never has been, employed or retained in any 
way by any public or private power interests. 

The people of Asotin County generally are desirous of river development and 
favor both upstream and downstream installations for power, flood control, 
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navigation, and irrigation as the particular situation warrants. There are 
actually many cross currents of opinion as to who should do the work and as 
to priority. A condensation of opinion may be fairly stated as follows: 

1. A minority of the population is avidly devoted to public power to the ex- 
clusion of private enterprise; a second minority is vigorously opposed to public 
power as a matter of principle, but on the whole, the general public is not so 
much concerned as to who builds the project or projects but is anxious to see 
progress and favors the agency, whether public or private, who will act first. 
Since private power is on the job and public power is only talking this majority 
resents interference with private power’s progress. 

29 The same majority is conscious of the power shortage and believes the dura 
tion of that shortage could be lessened by permitting private power to expend 
and do what it will, leaving the Federal agencies to take up the slack. This 
thinking follows generally the administration’s partnership program. 

2 The same majority feels that public funds and taxpayers’ money should 

expended in the construction of multipurpose dams which will serve the 
needs of flood control, navigation, and irrigation and not be limited to powe 
alone. For example: the storage dams on the upper reaches of the river system 
or Ice Harbor Dam below Clarkston would be favored as Federal projects. 

4. By and large, Asotin County has no complaint against the private utility 
service now furnished within its boundaries and, in any event, if an individual 
does have a grievance, he may complain locally and secure appropriate and im 
mediate action without having to take his troubles to Washington, D. ¢ 

5. Considering the possibility of enemy attack, we feel more and smaller dams 
would be less subject to complete destruction and, in the event of destruction, 
the results would not be so disastrous either by flood or power loss. 

6. We are all conscious of the need for conservation and the need for pro- 
tection of fish and game, both for economy and recreation. No doubt a fish 
would rather climb two shorter ladders with a rest in between than to be re- 
quired to do the job all at once. 

7. Finally, to demonstrate conclusively that the people of Asotin County favor 
private power over public power, the following authentic data is submitted: 

(a) In the year 1940 an election was held in Asotin County to determine 
whether or not to form a public utility district. The public utility district was 
defeated by a vote of 2,231 against 988: 70 percent against and 30 percent for. 
(Exhibit A.) 

(b) In 1950 the public utility district question was again submitted and 
2,362 people voted against and 552 voted for; 81 percent opposed public power 
and 19 percent favored public power. This was not a presidential year and the 
total vote was smaller. Nevertheless the great shift was in the lessening of the 
public power vote. (Exhibit A.) 

(c) The result of the two public utility district elections in Asotin County 
correlates generally with the national decline of public power support at the 
polis as shown on the attached graph published in the Clarkston (Asotin County, 
Wash.) Herald on Friday, March 25, 1955. (Exhibit B.) There is superimposed 
upon the printed graph by a blue cross the percentage of opinion as reflected 
in Asotin County in the years 1940 and 1950 and a blue line indicating Asotin 
County trend. 

In 1940 the national ratio was 75 percent against public power and 25 percent 
for, while in Asotin County it was 70 to 30. In 1950 the national average had 
shifted to 90 percent against and 10 percent for, while in Asotin County the 
voters followed the trend to 81 percent against and 19 percent for. 

The above statistics, both nationally and locally, are positive and definite 
reflections of the thinking of all the people as against a selected handful who 
appear at these hearings. These figures are irrefutable. 


OXHIBIT A 


CERTIFICATE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
County of Asotin, 8s: 


I, Irene Allen, do hereby certify that I am the duly elected, qualified and acting 
county auditor in and for Asotin County, State of Washington; that the seal 
affixed hereto is the seal of said office ; that as such county auditor I have custody 
= all official records pertaining to elections and election results in Asotin County, 

Tash. ; 
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That set forth below are the voting results according to the official records and 
final canvass of certain questions submitted on the official ballot of the general 
election in Asotin County, Wash., on the subject and for the years noted: 


1940 general election: 


Wr Grane Mts eihy Ciara ass hon ee ten cans esa Oe 938 

i nS MRI MORMON NOG a ih ne tia ps Send csisdtcecianis 2) 981 
1950 general election: 

Be IAS NT REINO Ni cere en earntalp wherein emote pee os 552 

Ee IEE WEE Gis din ns tedden ede scasuecnien 2, 362 


Given under my hand and official seal this 31st day of March 1955. 
[SEAL] IRENE ALLEN, 
County Auditor, Asotin County, Wash. 
(The chart referred to appears with the exhibits. ) 
Senator Murray. The next witness is Lawrence Gardner, mayor of 
Coeur d’Alene. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LAWRENCE L. GARDNER, MAYOR OF 
COEUR d’ALENE, IDAHO 


Mr. Garpner. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of this com 
mittee, fellow citizens of Idaho and of the Northwest, I presume, one 
of the previous speakers, one of the very earliest ones of you, one who 
happened to be highly in favor of the building of the high Hells Can- 
yon Dam, refer red to the fact that he was not born with a silver spoon 
in his mouth. Well, I don’t know just what the implication is unless 
it means you happen to be lucky enough to be born in a family where 
there is lots of money. Well, I feel. very good for anyone who is 
fortunate enough to be born to a family with lots of money. More 
power to them if they have money left after paying our high taxes, 
still more power to them. It happens I was born about 8 miles north 
of Lewiston just across the line from the State of Washington. I 
spent most of my adult life in Idaho, in Coeur d’Alene and immediate 
vicinity. I was born ina family of 9 children. I know nothing about 
what a silver spoon means; I spent my 16th birthday shoveling lead 
ore; I have had a shovel in my hands too, up in northern Idaho, and 
it was very good exercise, I enjoyed it very much. 

I only wish that I had, rather than been born with a silver spoon, 
I wish I had a silver tongue to extol the virtues that I think the United 
States of America up to now have given to their citizens who are will- 
ing to take vara of the privileges and opportunities that our 
forefathers have laid here before us only for us to use. I have just 
filed with the reporter statements from 24 letters signed by 27 tax- 
payers and property owners from all walks of life in Coeur d’ ‘Kione 
and immediate vicinity, farmers, workingmen, businessmen, men up 
and down the main street, and professional men, just a cross-section 
of north Idaho and you might as well say America. One of these 
letters is particularly outstanding and very short and concise that 
points it up in very very fine shape. So, Mr. Chairman, with your 
permission I will take just one second to read it. This is from Mr. 
P. M. Lents, owner of the Sherman Rexall Drug Store in Coeur 
d’Alene. I'll read the comments leaving off the introduction and so 
forth: 





j 
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8 Claims and counterclaims have resulted in the issues in question being used 
as political footballs and verbal smokescreens have clouded the basic issue 
The prime facts as I see them are: 

1. This State needs a broader tax base to relieve already high property taxes 
for more and better schools and roads. 

2. Undeveloped power on the Snake River is the largest potential for tax 
revenue only if developed by private enterprise. 

2 There exists a rapidly growing power shortage in the Pacific Northwest and 
the continual bickering over high dam or low dams results in too many words 
and too few deeds. 

$. Private enterprise stands ready to relieve the taxload and the power short 
age quickly and economically by developing a part of the potential power in 

the Snake River Canyon—without additional cost to all the taxpayers in the 
United States. 

5. Idaho needs the power—and time is being wasted with all this dam 
foolishness. 

Build the low dams for the good of Idaho. 


Gentlemen, I have asked for the privilege of testifying before thi 
committee because I feel it is far more than just a committee to hear 
testimony of those persons who are for or against a high dam in the 
Hells Canyon in the Snake River. In its own way, this committe: 
is attempting to put private enterprise on trial. They are saying, as 
evidenced by the fact that these hearings are being held, that the 
private power company which has offere -d to build dams in the canyon 
is incapable of doing the job. If we are to allow this contention to 

% stand it could well mean the death of priv: ite power in the Pacific 
Northwest and eventually all over America. The next step would be a 
logical one, If private powe Is incapable of buil ling Se 
Firestone is incapable of cabine tires, Du Pont is incapable of manu- 
facturing chemicals, and every facet of private enterprise is failing to 
serve the best interests of the people. Therefore, say the public own- 
ership advocates, government should do these things. 

Now, I have no quarrel with our Government, we have the most 

I wonderful Government in the world. It must be the most wonderful 

because our people have so much more than do the people of any 


: other nation on earth. We have more freedom, more liberty, more 
rights as citizens than do the people of any other nation. We must 
not lose those rights. ; Sas 
| am opposed to Government doing those things in the Pacific 
Northwest, and in any other part of the Nation, which the people are 
j capable of and willing to do themselves. When private enterprise is 
| willing to do a job, and I specifically refer to Hells Canyon Dam, 
then the Government should not place itself in the role of a ecmpeti 
tor. It is my belief that private capital should be allowed to do those 
, things it is both willing and able to do. Let us use our tax dollars 
c 4 where they are needed, where the job is too big or where the benefits 
A % are of such nature that only Government funds can logically be ex 
P & pected to do the job. With both pr ivate enterprise and the Federal! 
2 4 Government teaming up to develop the resources of our area, we will 
F 4 get more jobs done and we as well! as the whole Nation will benefit. 
ut 4 W e need power, why fight over one dam when there are many more 
. 4a that need to be built. Why shouldn’t the Government concentrate on 
a q Libby Dam, or some of the many other dams that we need in our 
* 3 area for water storage, navigation, or flood control rather than to hold 
Y - up progress for years s by squs abbling over this one site. 
. Too much government is bad for everyone—for the businessman, 
q for the white-collar worker , for the farmer, and for the laborer or 
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union member. It is not necessary for us to assume this is true whe 
there is so much proof all around us. Many nations have tried, or ar 
in the process of trying, socialism. Can you point to one of them that 
has made a success of the plan? Railway employees in England ne 
gotiated for 2 years for a wage increase. English railroads are na 
tionalized, the Government owns and operates them. These railway 
employees could not strike to enforce their demands, not against thi 
Government. All they could do was negotiate and hope that some 
how their problem would be recognized and they would get the in 
crease they deserved. They got it all right. After 2 years of talking 
their engineers, highest paid. of all the railroad employees, got an in 
crease, from $25.50 per week to $26 per week. How many of ow 
engineers would work for 48 hours for $267 If that is the reward tha 
awaits us if we allow Government to run all business, I don’t know tha 
the people of Idaho want anything to do with it, nor do the peopl 
of any other part of the United States. 

[ am against monopoly. I am against monopoly in private indus 
try and I am against it in government. I am more concerned abou 
monopoly in government because we can do something about monopol} 
by private industry but we can do nothing about monopoly by go 
ernment. We will have something to say about a privately built dam 
in Hells Canyon. We can control it through our State public utili 
ties commission. 

I hear snickers in the audience, but we can control the PUC throug! 
our votes. If we don’t control them it’s our own fault. We can 
control it through the Federal Power Commission in Washington, 
D.C. I don’t know how we could control government. I have talked 
to thousands of people in Idaho, particularly when I was a candidate 
for governor of this State. I am absolutely convinced that the great 


majority of its citizens do not want a Federal dam in Hells C anyon. 


These people want a dam in the canyon that will not only supply the 
power we need but will also pay taxes to help build our schools and 
to help defray the expenses of government, State government. They 
want to have some voice in the control of the State’s resources and 
water is one of the greatest resources this State has. The Federal 
Government now owns approximately 65 percent of Idaho’s total 
land area. 

In conclusion, let me repeat again. Call it what you will, we must 
realize that private enterprise is on trial here today. If we are going 
to question the merits of our private-enterprise sy stem, then we should 
insert into the records of this hearing the accomplishments of such 
men as Abraham Lincoln, Thomas Jefferson, Patrick Henry, Eli 
Whitney, Henry Ford, George Washington Carver, Thomas Edison, 
James J. Hill, and men who Tight now are busy inv enting and devis 
ing machines and methods of doing things that will make our every 
day lives better, who will make it possible for us to live longer; men 
inventing machines that will give us more time to enjoy the good 
things in life. Who in this room is qualified to speak for these men’ 
Who is there in this room that does not owe a great deal to these men’ 
Are we to assume that all of these men were attempting to enslave the 
free people of this Nation merely because they accomplished the things 
they did under a system that did not make it a crime for a man to earn 
a dollar if he has the intelligence to do so? 
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Our pioneers, whose efforts made this Nation the great one it is, are 
not here to speak for themselves today, but we owe it to them to 
remember their accomplishments, when we put private enterprise on 
trial. 

(The following letters were filed by Mr. Gardner :) 


Dear Siz: My opinion on the Hells Canyon Dam is this: We need more power 
in the State of Idaho and the sooner the better. Also I would prefer private 
power companies to build some dams, as Idaho can use the extra tax money that 
would come in. If possible please express my opinion at the hearing at Lewiston 
while you are there. 

Yours, 
ANTON MCNEELEY. 


Dear Mr. GARDNER: We have read there is to be a hearing held by the Senate 
Interior Committee at Lewiston, regarding the merits whether the Federal Gov- 
ernment versus private power companies should develop power sites on the 
Snake River, Hells Canyon. 

We would appreciate if you will pass on to that committee our desires which 
are as follows: 

1. We have seen the results of public power ownership and management in 
other States, which proved unsatisfactory because of added taxes and the usual 
redtape when trying to secure concessions. 

2. Private power is actually more “of the people” in that they pay taxes which 
in turn help support our schools, etc. 

3. It is our belief that Government projects cost the people more in the erection 
or the building of the project, in this case the dam, than when a similar project 
is constructed by a private interest. 

So, will you please express our desires as being in favor of development by 
private power company or companies? Thanks. 

Yours truly, 
Rex Drue STores. 
J. A. McFErrers. 
H. Mason Hitt. 
Ray C, TREMBLEY. 


DreAR Mr. GARDNER: I have read that a hearing is to be held by a Senate 
Interior Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whether 
the Federal Government or a private company should develop the power sites 
on the Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing 
on to that committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 

“Idaho Power Co. contributes a great deal of tax money to the State of Idaho 
and a goodly portion of that money is used to support our schools. So far as I 
have been able to determine, the relationship between the Idaho Power Co. and 
the State of Idaho and its residents has always been a friendly one. I am 
therefore, completely opposed to adding any more millions to the already stagger- 
ing national debt when the Idaho Power Co. is ready, willing, and able to build 
a dam at Hells Canyon.” 

Yours truly, 
JAcK R. Scurr, Realtor. 


DEAR Mayor GARDNER: I understand that you plan on attending the Hells 
Canyon Dam meeting to be held in Lewiston shortly. I desire to express my 
thoughts to you on my opinion of public versus private dam building somewhat 
as follows: 

I am in favor of private capital building this dam or dams instead of the 
Government (I have no opinion on the type of dams to be used) for the follow- 
ing reasons: 

1. I am against using taxpayers money in building public controlled dams, 
public housing, and anything else wherein there is a subsidy involved. 

2. My second reason involves the loss of tax income from local, State, and 
Nation levels. The danger of politics entering into the handling or control of 
this proposed public built power dam, 
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I trust you will oppose such a movement and favor the private enterpri 
method. 
Yours very truly, 
A. L. GRIDLEY, 
Gridicy Investment Co 


SSS 


DEAR Mr. GARDNER: I have been told that you are going to attend the he 
ings to be held at Lewiston concerning the Hells Canyon Dam. Below are se 
eral thoughts which you might take with you. 

It would seem to me that the whole controversy stems from politics—much th 
same as the Dixon-Yates controversy. If this could be circumvented I «lon’t 
think there would be any question but what private enterprise would be favors 
to build the dams. 

From the standpoint of taxes alone the State of Idaho as well as the Gover 
ment itself stands to lose. Government projects pay no Federal taxes, ve 
little if any State taxes, nor do they pay any interest on the moneys expendei 
to build the project. The Government is always on the lookout for unfair co) 
petition practices among private companies and yet in the matter of power th« 
do just exactly that when they enter the field against private enterprise. I als 
believe that private enterprise is better qualified to administer and operate mort 
efficiently an undertaking of this sort with the least cost to the taxpayer. 

Further, it is my understanding that if this particular dam is built by Federal 
authority the bulk of the power generated will be funneled to businesses on th« 
Pacific Coast. Here again, something which would benefit the State of Ida! 
and its people is being denied for without adequate power how can we expect 
to foster and develop new business within our State. 

There are many more thing that could be said in favor of private enterprise 
too numerous to mention. Those that I have mentioned seem to me to be ver 
vital as far as the State of Idaho is concerned and we people of the State should 
all pull as one when the State as a whele stands to benefit. 

Let’s pull for private enterprise. 

Yours very truly, 
W. M. GIEsa, 
Gridley Investment Co. 


Dear LARRY: Today I learned that you are going to attend the hearings on the 
Hells Canyon Dam matter to be held in Lewiston this coming week to represent 
the interests of citizens of this district. Am sorry that it will be impossible 
for me to attend those hearings therefore I would like to give you my feelings in 
the matter. 

As matters stand at this date I am opposed to the Government taking on any 
more enterprises of any kind where there is sufficient private capital to do the 
job. The Federal Government is already too deeply involved in various projects 
and in many cases competing with private industry and losing the taxes that 
would be obtained from private industry. The time has come, in fact it has 
long gone past, when all citizens of this country should and must take a stand 
against asking and requiring the Federal Government to do things that experience 
has shown us that private industry can do better. 

Just ordinary commonsense shows that a high dam at Hells Canyon is simply 
a foolish or would be a silly waste of taxpayer’s money. I for one am opposed 
to the Government building a dam at Government expense solely to firm up power 
for west coast users at the expense and very possibly detriment of the citizens 
of south central and southeastern Idaho and those great irrigation projects that 
have and mean so much to this State of ours. Will you please therefore enter 
my personal objection to the Federal Government financing this project. Thank 
you very much. 

Yours truly, 
J.G. ADAMS, 
Adams-Swegle, Inc. Real Estate, Insurance, Loans. 


DEAR Larry : I understand that you will appear at a hearing at Lewiston con 
cerning construction of dam or dams in the Hells Canyon area. 

With shortage of power in the Northwest and urgent need for further develo} 
ment, I would like to go on record of asking for action. The type of construction 
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; and number of dams is not near as important as getting something started 
: I also feel that private companies can do more and without doubt complete 


construction earlier than the usual Government redtape. 
Your efforts to secure action is solicited. With kindest personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 
G. J. KRAMER, 
Owner, Kramer Pontiac Co 





DeaR Mayor GARDNER: I Wish to express through you my preference for 
development of the Snake River power potential by private industry. My prefer 
ence is based principally on my fear of an existing Government trend toward 
socialism. It seems to me that if we allow the Federal Government or lesser 
government structures to continue entering private business the movement will 
gradually accelerate until it will become impossible to avoid complete Govern 
ment control and socialism. 

Very truly yours, 
R. B. McFARLAND, 
Real Estate Manager, Coeur d'Alene Realty Co 


DEAR Mr. GARDNER: I have read that a hearing is to be held by a Senate 
Interior Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whether the 
Federal Government or a private company should develop the power sites on the 
Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing on to that 
committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 

If we were trying to decide only whether or not the Federal Government should 
build a dam at Hells Canyon we might be justified in supporting the spending 
of millions of Federal dollars for the dam. This, however, is not the case, 
What we are doing here is attempting to destroy private enterprise, a private 
enterprise that can take credit for 99 percent of the development of this Nation 
Why should we oppose something that has worked so well? A private company 
has offered to develop Hells Canyon, let’s concentrate on jobs that need Govern 
ment help and let private enterprise go to work when it is willing to do the job. 
Why insist on spending tax dollars when it is not necessary ? 

Very truly yours, 


Se 





| KENNETH L. Emerson, Jewele? 
ie 
in Dear LArry: It has been called to my attention that you are going to be one 
of the witnesses at the Hells Canyon Dam hearing in Lewiston, and I would like 
ny to take the opportunity to express my views on this project. 
he As you know, I have just retired as president of the State School Trustees 
ts Association, which position I have held for the past 2 years, so I am very con 
at scious of the tax situation and the needs of our schools as well as other State 
as supported institutions in Idaho, and we are certainly in need of further revenue 
nd as far as taxes are concerned. 
ce A privately built and operated dam or dams at Hells Canyon would bring in 
millions of dollars in tax revenue to our State every year, whereas a Federal dam 
sly would not add 10 cents to the assessed valuation or to our tax revenue. We have 
ed a very fine example of this in our neighboring Bonner County where the Wash 
ey 7 ington Water Power Co. has just completed a powerplant which is now approxi- 
ns 4 mately one-half of the assessed valuation of the county. The Federal Government 
at f is just completing a similar size project in the same county at a much higher cost 
i 3 and which has not added anything to the assessed valuation of the county or the 
nk 4 support of the schools or other tax-supported institutions. 
$ It has also been proven throughout the Northwest that our privately operated 
4 hydroelectric plants are marketing electrical energy at rates that are more than 
5 competitive with the federally operated projects. 
‘g These are just a few of the reasons why I hope a private company is licensed 
Bs to develop Hells Canyon. 
“ Yours truly, 
RAYMOND Burcu, Burch’s Furniture. 
mn 
OT g 
ag ; 62506—55——_8 
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DEAR Mr. GARDNER: I have just read that a hearing is to be held by a Senat 
Interior Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whethe: 
the Federal Government or a private company should develop the power sites o 
the Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing ont 
that committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 

Primarily, private industry is one of the basic foundations of our Government 
and where possible and more reasonable, I feel we should see that it is maintained 

In the instance of the power sites on the Snake River, I feel that private indus 
try can best handle the job. Our own State will be benefited through taxes, et« 
and I feel the Nation as a whole will benefit by reason of expense savings. The 
Government cannot, I believe, do the job as efficiently and the expense would be 
far in excess of even liberal requirements. Private industry has more at stake % 
in such an undertaking and consequently the people will be best served. 

Government control must necessarily be limited and in cases such as this, 
where private industry can do the job and serve the people properly, they should 
be allowed to do so. 

Yours very truly, 





JAMES T. Knupson, Attorney at Law. 


DeaR Mr. GarpNner: I have read that a hearing is to be held by a Senate 
Interior Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whether 
the Federal Government or a private company should develop the power sites on 
the Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing on t: 
that committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 

The issue at stake in Hells Canyon is whether or not private enterprise is t: 
survive in the Pacific Northwest. Each year our States, counties, and school 
districts need more money and each year, under the guise of public benefit, we 5 
take more and more taxpaying businesses off the tax rolls. The Congress has 
indicated several times that it does not want to build Hells Canyon so let’s let 4 
a company develop the site that does want to do the job and that will contribute : 
to Idaho's tax needs in exchange for the opportunity. Why destroy private enter- § 
prise when it has done so much to build this area? 

Very truly yours, 


ett 


CARL GRIDLEY, Clothing Merchant 5 


DEAR Mr. GARDNER: It has come to my attention that the Senate Interior Com- 
mittee is holding a meeting and hearing in Lewiston, Idaho, Monday morning, 
April 4, and that you will be a representative at this hearing. 

I have lived in Idaho all my life, and have been a taxpayer since 1938. I am 
very much in favor of the private dams as desired by the Idaho Power Co., and 
can see no reason why the taxpayers should be involved in the tremendous cost 
of a Government owned and operated dam when private capital is willing to 
construct the same. 

I have lived in communities where the power was sold by the city and also 
where it was sold by the Idaho Power Co. and the Washington Water Power Co 
The service of the private power companies has been excellent and certainly 
beyond criticism of any kind and their rates have always met the strictest 
competition. 

Again may I say that I am very much in favor of the request of the Idaho 
Power Co. for the private dams. I am personally opposed to Government own 
ership of any enterprise which can be owned and operated by private concerns 
where they can operate and compete with the services offered by public owner- 
ship. 


eds. > 


Very truly yours, 
MARTIN CHESTNUT. 





Dear Mr. GARDNER: I have read that a hearing is to be held by a Senate Interior 
Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whether the Fed- 
eral Government or a private company should develop the power sites on the 
Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing on to that 
committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 
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I am very much in favor of the Idaho Power Co. constructing Hells Canyon 
Dam from the standpoint of the taxes afforded the State of Idaho from such a 
private enterprise. 

I also feel that we people in the Northwest are enjoying probably the cheapest 
power rates that exist anywhere in the country. If the Federal Government 
were to have control of this project, I believe they would not be concerned 
much about the cost to the consumer primarily because they would not be oper 
iting on a competitive principle which all private businesses are built on. 

Very truly yours, 
F. DAN O'CONNELL, 
WVanager, National Finance Corp. 


Deak Srr: I understand that you are going to attend the forthcoming hear- 
ng at Lewiston of the Senate Interior Committee in regards to the merit of 
whether the Federal Government or a private company should develop the power 
sites on the Snake River, in the Hells Canyon area. 

As a private citizen of the State of Idaho, I urge you to do everything that 
you can to see that this project is awarded to a private company rather than 
the Federal Government. 

Very truly yours, 
Ep. McMAHnOoN. 


lo Whom It May Concern: 


I wish to go on record as opposing the high dam at Hells Canyon and urge 
the Government to give prompt permission to private power companies for the 
construction of its proposed dams. 

I believe the counties in the State of Idaho will be in a much better position 
with the private development as they would have the tax money which private 
industry pays. 

[ can see no reason for the Federal Government to spend money on projects 
where private investment capital is available as it would be for the development 
on this river. 

Also believe that with the present power shortage and the need for additional 
power in the future that private enterprise would produce kilowatts from the 
river in much faster time than Government project, 

Yours very truly, 
JOHN S. RICHARDS, 
itlas Tie Co, 


DeaAR Mr. GARDNER: I have read that a hearing is to be held by a Senate Inte 
rior Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, with regards to the merits of whether the 
Federal Government or a private company should develop the power sites on 
the Snake River in the Hells Canyon area. I will appreciate your passing on 
to that committee my thoughts and desires which are as follows: 

Privaté power with its three proposed dams present a source of income to 
the State of Idaho. 

Secondly, as I understand, the 3 dams proposed by private enterprise will cost 
less to build and produce more power than the 1 large dam proposed by the 
Federal Government. 
® Sincerely, 

Dr. R. E. Futuwiter, D. M. D. 





Dear Str: Inasmuch as you are attending the congressional hearings on the 
Hells Canyon Dam at Lewiston, Idaho, on April 4, 1955, please convey the fol 
lowing in this matter: 

I believe the Idaho Power Co. should be permitted to build these dams because 
it will be done cheaper and quicker with no cost to the taxpayers. I also feel 
the State of Idaho should not lose the tax income. 

Anything you can do to further these ideas would be appreciated. 

Yours truly, 
WILLOWMOOR FARM. 
TAYLOR Bros. 


a ea sada Ae aa ee ae 
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To the Congressional Hearing on Hells Canyon Dam, care of Mr. Gardner: 

I certainly am opposed to any Federal dam to be built, if private power con 
panies are ready to build the project. 

I don’t think there needs to be any more delay, and I certainly believe | 
talk and more action will get this and many more dams built in the Paci 
Northwest. 

Thank you. 

Rosert G. TEMPLIN 


Dear Sir: I feel that private enterprise should be permitted to build the 
dams in Hells Canyon on the Snake River. As long as they are in a position t 
finance the dams themselves it would be advantageous to everybody concerned 
for them to go ahead with the work. 

Sincerely, 
THE BRUNSWICK CAFE, 
SILL WEBSTER. 


DreaR Mr. GARDNER: I understand you are representing this area at Lewiston 
Idaho, on April 4, being held by the Senate committee. 

I’d like to state that I’m in favor of private utility in developing Hells Canyor 
Dam site. If private enterprise couldn’t and was not able to develop a project 
of this kind then the Government should possibly step in and do what had 
be done. I’m pleased to hear you are representing us. 

With the best of success. 

GOoDRICH SERVICE STORES 
W. C. THIEMENS. 


Dear Mr. GARDNER: I understand that you are going to testify before the 
Senate Interior Committee as a representative of our Coeur d’Alene area favor- 
ing the three low dams proposed by the Idaho Power Co. I would like to go on 
record as favoring this project and you may quote this letter in your testimony 

Yours truly, 
rEoRGR F. JEWeETT, Jr 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. The next witness will 

be C. J. Hopkins, Secretary of the Potlatch Forest Co., Lewiston. 


STATEMENT OF C. J. HOPKINS, SECRETARY, POTLATCH FOREST, 
LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Horxtns. Honorable chairman and honorable Members of Con 
gress, I am here today, my name is C. J. Hopkins, I am secretary of 
the Potlatch Forest, and what I have to say today also represents the 
management’s opinion of that company. 

It seems today that the issue is boiled down into 1 of 2 issues. Shall 
the power potential on the Snake River be built by private enterprise 
or, No. 2, shall it be built by Government with taxpayers’ money. 
Assume that the Hells Canyon Dam, the high dam by Government 
taxpayers’ money would be authorized. Do we have any assurance 
that it would be built? Any assurance that we would get power? As 
an example I speak of the development of Ice Harbor which was au 
thorized in 1945 by Congress and no appropriation has been made 
yet. We need power and we need it now. It would be the same degree 
of promptness in having appropriations follow authorization as there 
was in Ice Harbor. It would be a long time before we would have 
power. I would like to refer to our company personally again. We 
built the first pulp and paper mill in Lewiston in 1950, or in Idaho. 
The capacity has doubled and we now have another major addition. 
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I can well tell you that improvement of that financial magnitude re- 
quires commitments of firm power and if we are to have more of those 
types of construction in Idaho or the Northwest area, it will be neces- 
sary that we'll be assured of firm power. 

In conclusion, I want to make this brief statement. Our position 
is one that we are opposed to the new Hells Canyon bills and favor the 
authorization by private construction without further delay and there- 
hy best serve the public interest. 

‘Senator Murray. Thank you very much. We now turn to the pro- 
ponents and the first witness will be R. M. Schaefer, Lewiston. 


STATEMENT OF R. M. SCHAEFER, LEWISTON, IDAHO, VICE PRESI- 
DENT, IDAHO-OREGON-WASHINGTON HELLS CANYON ASSOCIA- 


TION 


Mr. Scuarrer. Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of Con- 
gress, my name is R. M. Schaefer. I am vice president of the Idaho- 
Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Association and make my living in 
the lumber business. I wish to testify briefly on the subject of taxes. 

The tax arguments of those opposed to the high Federal Hells Can- 
yon Dam are well known. They maintain that taxes from the private 
utilities are necessary to sustain State and local governments, whereas, 
as a matter of fact, new industries brought into the area by reason of 
low-cost power would broaden the tax base more than those paid by 
the private utilities. For example, a noted economist tells us that for 
every new industrial job created, six additional service and profes- 
sional people are required. The increase in population would inevit- 
ably increase the demand for goods and services which in turn would 
serve to broaden the tax base. 

It has long been a contention of the private powcr companies that 
because of a shortage of power in the coastal areas, that inland regions 
would not receive their rightful share of the energy generated at Hells 
Canyon. As aimatter fact, Senate bill 1333, the bill now under consid- 
eration, provides that 500,000 kilowatts be set aside for use in the upper 
Snake River Valley and the State of Idaho as a whole. It is only 
reasonable to assume that such a block of power would increase the 
actual industrial production within the State many times. Such an 
increase in industrial capacity could not help but lead to a large tax 
income, which would go far toward providing Idaho with needed roads 
and schools, as well as to partially bring the State up to a comparable 
living standard with our neighbors to the west. S. 1333 provides that 
the power from the high Hells Canyon Dam be integrated with other 
Federal installations in the Columbia Basin providing many addi- 
tional kilowatts for expanded industry and thereby making possible 
sources of taxes. 

Records will show a huge tax gift granted the Virginia Electric 
Power Co., which is conservatively estimated will amount. to more 
than $50 million during the life of a $33 million hydroplant at Roan- 
oke Rapids. Even after the payout period is passed, the company 
will continue to earn a fair rate of return on this gift from the tax- 
payers. In my opinion, accelerated tax writeoffs to utilities such as 
these are being asked, and in some cases have been granted, in the 
sag This includes the three low dams proposed by the Idaho 

ower Co. 
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I also might digress a moment here. It is my understanding that 
this fast writeoff applies to one of the counties mentioned before and 
it will amount to around $55 million over a period of 40 years, as |] 
recall. It shows in this case this writeoff case, that this tax business 
is a two-way stretch. We receive some and then we have to pay out a 
lot in connection with private power. 

We are now experiencing a 75-percent cut in inte rruptible powe! 
It does not take a tax expert to see the resulting losses in tax collections 
al] along the line, especially income taxes from businesses and employ 
ees of the industries affected. I need not remind the committee that 
such avoidable tax losses come right off the top of the income-tax scale. 
Such losses must run into millions, and all must be charged to the lack 
of water storage. Nor is the tax consideration in this Pacific Nort! 
west water conservation problem limited to our area. Tax collections 
all over this Nation are geared to a mutual prosperity. 

It should be the job of Government to use all reasonable aids to eco 
nomic progress, including loans for large water-conserving dam 
This would help to maintain economic equilibrium in the best interests 
of prosperity for all the people. The byproduct of such planning and 
working together, will afford largest possible tax collections. The 
financial needs of our modern Government are ever growing, hence w: 
should act to conserve the river at Hells Canyon, saving the sorely) 
needed tax revenues that will result from the most comprehensive d« 
velopment plan as set forth in Senate bill 1333. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. The next witness will be 
Mr. P. J. Miller, Lewiston, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF P. J. MILLER, PRESIDENT, LEWIS & CLARK 
PRODUCTION CREDIT ASSOCIATION, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Miturr. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of Congress, 
My name is IP. .J. Miller, I am president of the local Lewis & Clark 
Production Credit Association and I have lived in this section for al 
most 50 years. My statements are going to be rather brief. 

I favor the construction of a high dam at the Hells ( ‘anyon site for 
various reasons. In my opinion the most important feature is that i 
will provide an immense water storage of approximately 4 million 
acre-feet with the result that the Northwest area will have more firm 
power and more flood control. The high dam will generate almost 
700,000 kilowatts at the site and this released storage water going 
downstream will continue to generate an additional 100,000 kilowatts 
as it passes along through other dams along the Columbia to the sea. 
This does not include power to be generated by four lower Snake River 
dams, only authorized at the present time. When these dams are built, 
together with the Dalles a McNary dams, now under construction, 
an additional 300,000 kilowatts will be generated from storage water 
of Hells Canyon Dam. 

There is no doubt but that much more power will be needed in the 
Northwest in the near future, in fact there is at present a shortage of 
firm power. If the Northwest is to continue to grow and new indus 
tries are to locate in this area, additional firm power will be needed 
and should be available at a reasonable cost. More industry would 
bring in more population and labor and create more taxable wealth. 
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We have only to look at what happened to this section in the way 
of private enterprise after the construction of Coulee Dam, which 
brought cheap power to the area. Industry will locate where low-cost 
power is available. Our neighboring States to the West, where Gov 
ernment-generated power may be had, have made tremendous strides 
in increased industry in the past 10 years. It is well known that low 
cost power brought the aluminum industry to the State of Washing 
ton. This industry now employs over 10,000 people, with an annual 
payroll of $35 million and an annual capacity of 600,000 tons of 
aluminum metal. At today’s prices the plant cost is approximately 
$400 million. 

During the 10 years, 1940 to 1950, Washington increased over 640,000 
in population. Oregon, during the same period increased 430,000. 
Idaho, which has little if any public power has shown little advance- 
ment. Population increase during the 10 years mentioned about 
64,000. In the State of Idaho we have the largest deposit of phos- 
phate rock in the United States which should be processed for ferti- 
lizer with low-cost power so that farmers in the western two-thirds of 
the country could begin to build up depleted acres, due to constant 
cropping for many years, 

A high dam at Hells Canyon will help greatly to control flood 
waters in the Snake and Columbia Rivers and minimize the destruc- 
tion of property, as it occurred several years ago. The rivers belong 
to the people and such sites as Hells Canyon should remain so, and not 
be turned over to private industry for exploitation. 

I also noticed just recently, taking the 10-year period from 1940 
to 1950, that the population in the State of Washington increased some 
640,000 people. The increase in Oregon was 430,000 and the increase 
in Idaho, which has no public power or very little of it, showed no 
advance, to speak of at all and the increase was a fraction of, rather 
than a fraction over 60,000. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. The next witness on be- 
half of the proponents will be Harold Hansen of Post Falls, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD HANSEN, POST FALLS, IDAHO, REPRESENT- 


ING THE IDAHO CIO POLITICAL LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL AND 
MEMBER OF LOCAL 338 OF THE UNITED STEELWORKERS OF 


AMERICA 


Mr. Hansen. Mr. Chairman, Senators and Congressmen, in regard 
to the bill we have on hand, I would like to present my case at this 
time. My name is Harold Hansen, I live at Post Falls, Idaho. I am 
in favor of the high-level dam. I have a prepared statement which 
the committee should have before them. However, there have been 
several statements made which I would like to depart probably from 
the printed matter you have before you. 

It has been stated that some hundreds and hundreds of telegrams 
and statements have been brought in as testimony against, and mostly 
it has been printed by those of business organizations and such. How- 
ever, I do know that my position—I live in Idaho and because of em- 
ployment I work in Washington at an aluminum plant. That payroll 
which comes across that border into Idaho and goes into the pockets 
of those various businessmen are never discouraged. I know that 
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when they sit back at their banquets and are picking their teeth, which 
are paid for with that money, and are getting a de lightful little brain 
washing from some of the various organizations, and referring to that 
little pop stand they are telling about, they’re getting so much taxes 
out of in the county up there. I don’t think it would amount to much 
unless there was a reservoir up ¢ pe there—it wouldn’t turn out much. 

However, it is very important to my people. [ represent here today, 
on behalf of my unions and of the Idaho CIO Political Legislative 
Council, some 10,000 people who are very much in favor of the high- 
level dam and the future prosperity of the State of Idaho. I think 
that if it is brought to light that you will find that we have been 
retarded as though sliews were an invisible wall built around us. We 
have been very slow in developing anything excepting that which we 
could give away. Our timber, when it’s gone, it’s gone; our ore, when 
it’s gone, it’s gone; now I want to know, are we going to give away 
our rivers ¢ 

Thank you. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Hansen :) 


My name is Harold Hansen of Post Falls, Idaho. I represent the Idaho CIO 
Political Legislative Council and am a member of Local 338 of the United 
Steelworkers of America. On behalf of my organizations, I urge most strongly 
the passage of S. 1333 to authorize the construction of the great multiple- 
purpose storage dam at Hells Canyon by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Aithough I am employed at the Trentwood smelting plant of the Kaiser Alumi- 
num Co. at Spokane, Wash., my home is in Idaho and my legal residence too. 
There are many of us Idahoans in the Coeur d’Alene area who work in the light 
metals industry in Spokane. We do this because there seems to be an invisible 
boundary line, almost like an electrified barbed wire fence which keeps the 
State of Idaho from participating in any of the great benefits which have come to 
Oregon, Washington and western Montana from Federal low-cost power. 

That is why we of the labor movement in the CIO have, since the early days 
of the fight for comprehensive development of the Columbia Basin, placed our 
full support behind the major aspects of the Bureau of Reclamation-Army 
Engineers joint plan, which includes as one of its most important multiple- 
purpose power projects the proposed dam at Hells Canyon. 

We want to tear down the electrified barbed wire fence thrown around the 
State of Idaho by the private power companies, so that Idaho can join the rest 
of the Pacifie Northwest in its rightful place as a growing, prosperous State, 
moving ahead through the availability of abundant low-cost power to attract new 
industries and make more jobs for us and for the young people who are grow- 
ing up in the community. The great issue before us and symbolized by Hells 
Canyon is not public power versus private power. What should distribute elec- 
tric energy to the ultimate customer is a matter for the people to decide. 

The issue is maximum development and low-cost wholesale power versus par- 
tial development and high-cost power. Hells Canyon Dam as conceived and 
planned as an upstream storage project which will be operated as part of a reg- 
ional Federal power system, and integrated with the Federal regional gridback 
transmission, is the example of maximum development. The cream skimming 
three-dam proposal of the Idaho Power Co. is the example of partial develop- 
ment. 

Cheap power for industrial and other purposes is the key to an expanding 
economy. It is not necessary to refresh the memories of the members of this 
subcommittee on the part which was played during World War II and the war 
in Korea by the cheap power from the Columbia which was turned to the task 
of survival during these conflicts. The aluminum that went into the planes 
and other essential military devices helped turn the tide against the Axis and 
assured us air superiority over the battlefields of Korea. 

For both peace and war, then, one of the largest factors which has caused the 
economic boom in Washington and Oregon has been low-cost power. This growth 
has been almost unprecedented. There is not the slightest reason why it should 
not expand even further. Here on the rivers of Idaho, Oregon, Washington and 
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Montana which make up the Columbia system, is still a vast and wasted poten- 
tial demanding from us the vigor and foresight to turn it to productive use. 

Within a 75-mile circle drawn with the city of Grangeville, Idaho, as the cen- 
ter, flows in the Snake, the Salmon and Clearwaters Rivers nearly 8 million 
kilowatts of potential electric energy, untouched and wasted. What are we 
going to do about it? The region’s and the Nation’s strength in peace and war 
depend on what we do about it. Hells Canyon is part of that potential Its 
construction will represent another immense step forward in making the river 
system productive in the fullest seuse of the word, productive for everyone 

We are very young out here. We are only in the beginnings of things. The 
light-metals industry, which is the most rapidly growing element of any of the 
Nation’s industries, is one which has in the past and should in the future provide 
a tremendous stimulus to employment, payrolls, plant investment, taxes and the 
Nation’s economic strength. 

The President’s Materials Policy Commission estimated in 1952 that by 1975 
the electroprocessing industries would consume about 30 percent of all industrial 
power needs and 17 percent of all the kilowatts generated throughout the Na 
tion. This means that national requirements dictate that present schedules for 
bringing new energy on the line are completely inadequate and must be dras- 
tically stepped up. 

Look at the record of the past 2 years. Not one single new start for a large 
power producing Federal dam has been accomplished by the present administra 
tion. This is true here in the Northwest. It is true everywhere else in the 
United States. We have no firm schedule for development of large blocks of 
low-cost power to feed into our greedy economy. On the contrary there have 
been controversy, double talk, chaos and delay. The fruit of this situation is 
the severest kind of economic penalty to the workers of the Northwest and the 
other States as well. 

The Bonneville Power Administration itself, has reported that we are facing 
a severe power shortage in our own region beginning about 1960. Even if its 
partnership hopes were met, which is doubtful, only normal load growths would 
be met with mostly high cost private power, with no provision whatsoever fo: 
new industrial loads which would attract new payrolls and jobs into the Colum 
bia Basin for an expanding labor force. 

I warn the people of the Northwest that if we go back to power at short sup 
ply and high rates, we will find that gradually we will stop growing. If we 
allow the power companies to grab the great damsites like Hells Canyon, with 
its potential of 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power at site and downstream, we 
are at the beginning of losing our dream of a great commonwealth here on the 
Columbia, and its promise will fade. 

We will find industries which should have come here going elsewhere, to Texas 
with gas and coke, and other areas which are near major markets. We have 
great advantages in Idaho, as well as its sister States in the Northwest. We 
have a wonderful climate, we have tremendous scenery and recreational op 
portunities, we have, I believe, the finest people anywhere. But that is not 
enough unless we can take our greatest ace in the hole—our falling waters—and 
make it possible for us to grow, to produce for the Nation, to attain higher liv- 
ing standards. That is why the Hells Canyon idea is so important to all of us 

I do not want to leave the impression with this subcommittee that by using 
the cheap power from our falling water as a magnet to attract new industries, like 
those in aluminum which between 1940 and 1952 invested $206 million in 
the region to build their plants and facilities, that we wish to deprive any other 
area of its rightful share of development. 

The need for expansion of all forms of energy is so great—from hydro, coal, oil, 
gas, and atomic energy—that they must be developed at a much more rapid rate 
all over the Nation than is now taking place. Therefore, if this is accomplished, 
every State should assume the rightful place that its resources, population and 
transportation would place it. If this is not done, and requirements for energy 
continue to outrun creation of new supply, we shall all stagnate. 

How much the Pacific Northwest depends on this kind of rapid expansion of 
low cost energy is shown by the kind of economy which previously and to a great 
extent continues to be the main reliance for the major part of the people em 
ployved—agriculture and lumbering. Relatively few new job opportunities exist 
for farming, except as new reclamation areas are developed. Lumbering is static. 
We must therefore depend increasingly on expansion of manufacturing. Some 
industrial expansion can occur in production which does not require a great deal 








110 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


of power. But the electroprocessing industries require a heavy amount of ele 
tric energy, and it must be low cost to bring them here. 

According to a 1954 study of the aluminum industry in the Pacific Northwest. 
made for ALCOA by the Stanford Research Institute, nearly 25,000 people e 
ployed in aluminum alone out of about 57,750 workers in all industrial employ- 
ment. In other words aluminum workers made up 43 percent of all employment 
in industry, turning out 45.9 percent of the Nation’s aluminum that year. 

If we can get more of the kind of low-cost power that comes from Bonneville, 
Grand Coulee, McNary and Hungry Horse, and keep it coming, think of how we 
can expand the jobs and the payrolls and all the goods and services consumed 
by added thousands of families whose wage earners are working at high wages 
all the year around, and not just seasonally. 

It is this hope and what we believe Hells Canyon can do in pursuing the go 
of more energy for the people’s welfare and the strength of the Nation, that has 
caused the CIO to fight alongside the farmers, REA’s, public power people, and 
other ordinary citizens who have for long years fought the good fight to save 
Hells Canyon. 

Today we are moving closer to realization of what we have battled for so long 
and against such odds, with the presence of this subcommittee and its interest 
in ascertaining how we common people feel. We hope that you will sense the 
urgency of this issue. We have faith that our elected representatives will act 
to pass S. 1333 and build the great and vitally needed dam at Hells Canyon. 

Senator Murray. That concludes that panel of witnesses for the pro- 
ponents. We are making some progress and I want to compliment the 
witnesses of the proponents in beating the other side in the way of con- 
serving time. They have used much less time than the opponents. I 
am not critizing the opponents for that because we want facts. As 
long as they confine themselves to facts we don’t care even if they do 
take a little more time. 

We will now call, then, upon some of the opponents again. Mr. P.C. 
Feddersen, general manager of Bunker Hill & Sullivan Mining Co. 
of Kellogg, Idaho, will be the first witness, 


-e 


STATEMENT OF P. C. FEDDERSEN, GENERAL MANAGER, BUNKER 
HILL AND SULLIVAN MINING & CONCENTRATING C0., KELLOGG, 
IDAHO 


Mr. Feppersen. Distinguished committee members, my name is P. 
C. Feddersen. I am general manager of Bunker Hill and Sullivan 
Mining & Concentrating Co. of Kellogg, Idaho. I speak for my 
company and as a private citizen and taxpayer. Regarding the con- 
troversy surrounding the proposed development of the Hells Canyon 
stretch of the Snake River I have considered the issue from two aspects. 
One, privately constructed and operated dams versus public or Fed- 
eral construction and operation regardless of the number of dams. 
Two, three low dams as proposed by the Idaho Power Co. versus the 
one dam as proposed by the supporters of public power, hereinafter 
referred to as Federal dam. 

Under (1) I believe the dams constructed and operated as private 
industry are most beneficial to the people of the area and of the 
Nation since financing of construction is by private capital rather 
than by public funds. As a private enterprise it will be productive 
of subtsantial tax revenues annually as assessed by Federal, State 
and local taxing units. In contrast, under a Federal enterprise the 
equivalent tax revenue must come from the pockets of the individual 
taxpayers. The more Government engages in such enterprises the 
greater the increase in the public debt and the interest thereon. Who 
pays the debts and interest, I believe, is not a controversial subject. 
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Furthermore, I believe it has been historically proven that the 
Government cannot operate an industry as economically as private 
enterprise, SO let's keep ( rovernment out of business except when and if 
private ae cannot cope with a situation without some Govern- 

nt help. 
 eeanding (2), 3 low dams versus 1 high dam, the 3 low dams should 
cet the nod for these reasons : 

” (a) Three low dams will practically fully develop the Hells Canyon 
stretch of the Snake River at a far lower construction cost. 

(2) While the high dam would produce a small amount more power 
than the low dams, the additional amount would be at a cost which is 
prohibitive and unjustifiable. ; 

(c) At least 1 unit of the low dam proposed development will be 
producing power 8 to 10 yearssooner than woulda highdam. _ 

The latter is of utmost importance to our company, as it is to all 
industry in the area served by the Northwest Power Pool. Our com- 
pany uses over 300 million kilowatt-hours, with a peak demand of 
12.000 kilowatt-hours, in mining and smelting operations. More ag- 
gressive and diversified operation, as now planned, will increase the 
requirements. 

Only too recently, in 1952, because of a power shortage in the North- 
west, we were required to curtail power consumption, which resulted 
in a loss in production of approximately 25 percent for some period 
of time. Weare advised of the grave danger of another power shortage 
in the near future, which, if it occurs, will result in curtailment of our 
mine and smelter, and most seriously, our electrolytic zinc plant. 

Several thousand people in the area are solely dependent on the 
continued operations of our mines and smelters for their livelihood. 
[t is, therefore, in the best interests of these people, the community, 
and the company that the three low dams in Hells Canyon be built at 
the earliest possible moment so that additional power will be made 
available to the Northwest in a comparatively short time, as against 
the availability from a high dam. We, therefore, respectfully urge 
that after serious and detailed study of the matter presented at the 
hearings, you give favorable consideration to the propos] of the con- 
struction of three low dams as planned by the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Murray. The next witness is Judge Dean B. Erwin. 


STATEMENT OF JUDGE DEAN B. ERWIN, COUNTY JUDGE OF 
WALLOWA COUNTY, OREG. 


Judge Erwin. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
Dean B, Erwin, present county judge of Wallowa County, Oreg., 
former member of the Oregon State Legislature. At the beginning, 
I wish to state that I am representing a majority of the Wallowa 
County court in my following statements. 

Approximately 50 percent of our county is owned by the Federal 
Government, and pays no direct property tax. This fact leaves no 
alternative but for the remaining 50 percent of property to pay all costs 
of local government. Considering the fact that the Snake River site 
for the proposed dam is an asset of Wallowa County, we believe that 
the county should obtain annual revenue in the form of property taxes 
as assessed against all other private property in the county, and inas- 
much as there is no provision under the so-called high dam bill for 
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this factor, we are in favor of the proposed three-dam system of thi 
Idaho Power Co. 

Based on 1952 rates of assessment on private utilities in Oregon, 
the proposed Hells Canyon or Downriver Dam on Snake River, a: 
proposed by the Idaho Power Co., would pay over $225,000 per year 
property taxes to Wallowa C ounty. Based on present rates, Federal] 
State, and local taxes on all 3 dams would amount to $9,750,000. We 
do not claim to be engineers or economists, but do know that ampk 
testimony in this regard has gone before the Federal Power Commis 
sion in the matter of ~~ single-dam versus the multiple-dam plan 
We are willing to abide by the Federal Power Commission’s ruling, 
but do ask that local property taxes be taken into consideration, 
whichever system is used. Our local tax situation is sorely distended, 
even as the Federal program. The State of Oregon is, at the present 
time, faced with the possibility of placing additional taxes on real 
property at the local ‘3 vel for State needs. With this in mind, we 
believe, under the present setup, that private enterprise is more de 
sirable than a Iederal plan. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Ralph Wickberg, chairman of the revenue and 
taxation committee of the State legislature. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH WICKBERG, KELLOGG, IDAHO, 
MEMBER OF IDAHO STATE LEGISLATURE 


Mr. Wicksere. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I'll keep 
ny statement very brief. I am a resident of Kellogg, Idaho, and | 
have a small electrical contracting and merchandising business there. 
I’m also, at the present time, a member of the Idaho Legislature and 
was a member of the economic development committee in the house 
of representatives and chairman of the committee on revenue and 
taxation of the 1955 session. 

I shall attempt to show the abrasive effects of a Federal Govern- 
ment-constructed high dam and transmission lines on the Idaho 
economy, particularly from loss of tax revenue to the State. I would 
also like to point out that the Federal Government now owns or con- 
trols two-thirds of the land area of the State of Idaho. Now, if the 
Federal Government insists on developing our major natural resources 
this will place our State in the status of a colony instead of a sovereign 
State. We, the citizens, can then compare our status to that of 
mental incompetent or that of a ward who is not sufficiently intelligent 
and progressive to manage our own affairs. 

The three largest electric utilities that operate in Idaho are the 
Idaho Power Co., Utah Power Co., and the W ashington Water Power 
Co. They paid in Idaho last year a total of $3,708,000 in property 
taxes based on an assessed valuation of $62,087,608. Most of this was 
paid to local units of government such as school districts, cities, and 
counties. These units of government subsist mainly on the ad valorem 
tax for revenue in the State of Idaho. The proposal to build the high 
dam and transmission lines with Federal inoney would naturally 
remove the power to assess and tax this property from the State and 
local level and the citizens of Idaho would have to be satisfied with 
payments in lieu of taxes over which they would have no control 
These same companies will pay an estimated $325,000 in corporation 
income taxes to the State of Idaho for the year 1955. These same 








as 
Pe 
a 
i 
ay 
a 
























HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 113 
companies naturally pay a very substantial sum to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for its support. 

In 1921 Idaho had 425,000 population with an assessed valuation of 
$502 million or an average of $1,181 of assessed valuation per person. 
In 1954, we have an estimated population of 600,000 with an assessed 
vi slustiae of $581 million or $968 of assessed valuation per person. 
The proportion of electric utility valuation to total valuation in 1954 
is 10.7 percent, which shows that private electric utilities furnish an 
important part of Idaho's income to educate our children and give 
sorely needed financial] assis stance to our aged and needy citizens. 

The figures that I have just mentioned show conclusively to me th: at 
we need to broaden our property-tax base instead of restricting its 
growth, which the building of the high Hells Canyon Dam by the 
Federal Government would tend to do. If electric utility valuation 1s 
withheld from the tax rolls, our farmers, homeowners, small-business 
men, and other industries would have to shoulder the electric utilities’ 
share of the tax burden for an ever-increasing cost of government. 
[f any one factor tends to hold back urban, rural, and industrial ex- 
pansion, it is high, fixed, property taxes. The Federal Government 
has preempted almost every other form of taxation and now you pro- 
pose to limit the States in that field by removing large segments of 
property from taxation when private industry is willing and able to 
do the job and help spread the tax burden. 

The State of Idaho has had many wise and able men of both politi- 
cal parties and they have developed an irrigation and reclamation 
system in this State second to none in the world. Much of this ha 
been done by private initiative and capital. These same wise men 
have seen fit to write safeguards in our State constitution for the use 
of water which this law authorizing the high Hells Canyon Dam 
would abrogate, as Federal law is superior to State law. We are not 
remaining static in this State but we are attempting to solve our own 
problems with our own facilities. In the last session of the Idaho 
Legislature we formed a new committee in the house on economic 
developments. We also established in the executive branch of gov 
ernment a department of commerce. These facilities were established 
to try and overcome the fact that Idaho business is mainly extractive, 
and that we now need to diversify and create manufacturing and 
processing businesses. This we will do if the Federal Government 
will allow us to develop our own natural resources and allow us to 
include those developments to increase our local tax base. Now if you 
will give us the opportunity we will do the job and do it with our own 
money and our own resources. 

In condlonie I would like to reiterate that the State of Idaho must 
have latitude in which to grow. As a legislator I feel it is my duty to 
bring this problem of State finances to your attention. You gentle- 
men know the problems of Government finance and I hope when you 
consider this bill that you will also consider the problems of State : and 
local taxes. We are using almost every available means of taxation 
to support the necessary functions of government. I know that you 
have many important problems to solve on both the national and inter 
national level and I assure you, gentlemen, that if you will allow us, 
we will do our utmost to relieve you of the responsibility of solving 
our problems at the State level. Thank you. 
Senator Murray. Maynard L, Kendall is next. 
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STATEMENT OF MAYNARD L. KENDALL, REPRESENTING AFL 
CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OF NEZ PERCE COUNTY, IDAHO, AND 
ASOTIN COUNTY, WASH., AND AFL LUMBER AND SAWMILL 
WORKERS, LOCAL 2257, OF OROFINO, IDAHO 


Mr. Kenpaty. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of tly 
Senate and House of Representatives, my name is Maynard L, Kendal! 
I have been entrusted the serious responsibility of testifying for th. 
AFL Central Labor Council of Nez Perce County, Idaho, and 
Asotin County, Wash., as well as that of AFL Lumber and Sawmi! 
Workers Local No. 2257 of Orofino, Idaho. 

The Orofino Union, which I have just mentioned, has submitted 
their own statement to you for the record and has also asked me to 
speak for them in this Central Labor Council brief. ‘The AFL Lum 
ber and Sawmill Union of Orofino, Idaho, represents approximately 
150 members. The International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, Lo 
cal Union No. 608, an affiliate of the AFL Central Labor Council, has 
asked me to submit a separate statement of their own, which is duly 
signed by their president, Gilbert Moser, and bears the seal of that 
local union. The Central Labor Council brief will also speak for 
them. 

I would like to depart from my brief just long enough to change 
some opinions that have been expressed here by the opposition, main!) 
that of Asotin County. Mav I be permitted to make a statement / 

Senator Murray. You may proceed, 

Mr. Kenpaty. Mr. Chairman, I am not here representing the Demo 
cratic Party of Asotin County. However, I am chairman of that 
party over there and I happen to know some facts. Every county of 
fice in the county of Asotin is held by a Democrat and the Democratic 
Party in Asotin County has been on record in favor of Hells Canyon 
for at least 2 years. Therefore, I think it would show that they have 
been on record for Hells Canyon, that they are for public power in 
Asotin County. Another statement was made that the power com- 
panies pay no taxes—or the public power does not pay any taxes. 
The public power companies pay all the taxes. Let me tell you that 
the people pay all of the taxes in the matter of private power com- 
panies. We pay the light bills. Now I would like to continue with 
my statement, 

Gentlemen, the Central Labor Council in this area represents some 
1,800 members of the American Federation of Labor and renders 
service to as many as 2,800 members of the American Federation of 
Labor, including nearby counties which have no Central Labor Coun- 
cil. The Central Labor Council wishes to present all of its testimony 
in behalf of the Federal high multipurpose dam in Hells Canyon as 
proposed by Senate bill 1833; and is opposed to the three low dams 
yroposed by Idaho Power which are now in application before the 
fr ‘ederal Power Commission. 

In presenting that testimony, the most valuable effort I can make 
before this committee is to present the feelings and statements of the 
hundreds of individual members of the AFL and their families whom 
I have come in contact with through association and representation. 
The working men and women and their families realize the 3 low dams 
are actually 1 dog in the manger, so to speak, 1 company who seeks to 
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possess the last great natural site for upstream water storage, cut- 
ting that storage reservoir to less than one-third of its potential as 
outlined in Senate bill 1333. 

The working families of this area know, as do most working families 
of the Nation, that tax money has been spent to build Bonneville, 
McNary and the Dalles Dams in the Columbia River under a plan 
to develop the Columbia Basin drainage into one of the greatest net- 
works of water resources development the world might ever know. 
They know as taxpayers that these dams on the lower Columbia, and 
other proposed by the 308 report, were to be dependent on the upstream 
storage of dams like the high dam in Hells Canyon and Coulee Dam 
in the upper Columbia for forming the power of these dams, as well 
as making slack water navigation feasible in the low-runoff periods 
as far up the Snake River as Idaho. They know as taxpayers that 
they, and the majority of all people of the Northwest States, as well 
as the Nation, will benefit by the multipurpose high Hells Canyon 
Dam, making jobs in industry supplied by cheap Federal power along 
with a chance to enter into new fields of private enterprise resulting 
from the stimulated business and population in the Northwest States. 
It might be interesting to the committee that I, and none of the other 
acquaintances I have with labor leaders in this area, have heard a 
member mention that he or she feared the high Federal dam might 
endanger the Snake River area by becoming a major target for an 
enemy nation in time of war. On the contrary, we feel it to be a great 
weapon for peace in the industrial security of our Nation, and labor 
in this area would wish construction of it for that purpose as well 
as the other benefits. 

Another matter that I feel merits consideration by the committee is 
the fact that the individual members here do not expect atomic energy 
to replace, in the foreseeable future, hydroelectric projects, nor do we 
believe that private power companies expect this to happen soon. One 
of the important features of the multipurpose dam which engineers 
might not hazard a figure on, is the value of the dam on flood control. 
Yet this is a value which true evaluation in dollars and cents can 
never be accomplished, since flood usually means loss of life and 
spreading of disease, not to mention the millions in property damage 
and loss of employment. These are human values which I have often 
heard discussed in union meetings and by workers on the job. Mem- 
bers of labor unions here and elsewhere look at flood control as a vital 
matter and have assisted other flood-stricken areas with donations 
from their income and, therefore, can appreciate this feature of the 
high dam for the relief of the often swollen Columbia, as well as the 
Snake River. 

Now, I would like to let you know that there is no statement which 
rankles the laboring people so much as the statement used often by 
those interests favoring the low dams in Hells Canyon to the effect 
that not enough water runs in the Snake River to fill Hells Canyon 
high dam reservoir. To the men and women of the labor movement, 
this is an insult to anyone’s intelligence; and, they recognize it as 
a desperate means to influence support for the three low dams in areas 
where peruae have never seen the Snake River runoff.. As craftsmen 
in our trades, we do not claim to be experts on how much water passes 
through the Hells Canyon; though, conservatively, we do estimate 
the interest of people making these absurd statements in the face of 
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what we can see first-hand, Let it suffice to say that it is a terrifi 
trickle, the Snake, which has cost a real fortune from private power 
meter bills in a fight to build three low dams as against a much smalle 
fortune subscribed to by the people who believe in multipurpose dam 
development in Hells C anyon. It is serious business though, whe: 
the members of the local labor movement back the fight to save Hells 
Canyon for the Federal high dam with generous donations fror 
their own pockets, which they have always done when called upor 
and when having every reason to believe that it is necess ary. 

T a local labor movement is made up of many religious faiths; and 





we are proud of that fact, as well as pleased that there are men of all 
faiths who feel that Hells Canyon was a God-given location for the 
people of the United States. To show their interest in conservatio1 


by utilizing what is a natur: ral location for upstream storage in the 
rugged fastness of the deepest canyon in America, where the very 
terrain suggests this great reservoir to the spectator. The AFL 
this area realizes the importance of the benefits of cheap Federal 
power to southern Idaho as a means of pumping water on dry land 
areas where subsurface water is available, making the land productive 
and incre: r Idaho’s farm income, not to mention the development 
of the Cccnaleals beds in southeastern Idaho and the tapping of other 
resources which otherwise are unlikely to be developed. We of t! 
AFL Central Labor Council cannot see any threat to southern Idalhe 
water rights from Senate bill 1333; and, certainly the greater threat to 
water rights, if such ever ecciateen: woul lin our opinion | be coming from 
the three low dams. Since the storage capacity is negligible in run of 
the ae dams, it would seem they would have to depend more o: 
irrigators water during critical flows. 

One other matter which we would like to convey before this com- 
mittee, and to the farmers of southern Idaho, as well as the Nation, is 
that we of the AFL Central Labor Council and the individual unions, 
are definitely interested in protecting the water rights of southern 
Idaho and all other upstream water rights and will align re 
with them in this regard when they are immediately threatened | 
any dam, public or private, in the Snake River. We wish to remain 
friends with the farmers in Idaho and elsewhere, and support all 
feasible legislation to protect the grower of the produce. We wish 
only to be allowed the use of tail waters from southern Idaho and feel 
this is a just and reasonable stand. 

I wish to make it clear also that our testimony in favor of the high 
multipurpose dam has originated locally and is not an edict handed 
down from the top officials of the American Federation of Labor. 
Many people are prone to accuse the top officials of labor of handing 
down edicts to local groups. 

The AFL Central Labor Council and the people that we are repre 
senting in this hearing, respectfully submit this brief in accordance 
with many resolutions acted on in many union meetings and labor 
council meetings over a period of years. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Howard Adams. 





STATEMENT OF HOWARD ADAMS, LEWISTON ORCHARDS, IDAHO 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, committee members, honored guests, 
ladies and gentlemen, I am Howard Adams and I reside in the Lewis- 
ton Orchards. In my travels around this Pacific Northwest I find 
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favorable mention of this high dam in many places, and from talking 
to these people, it also helps me to confirm my own opinion. I mostly 
base my own opinion on observation, and study of how these dams 
operate, the good those finished have done, the durability of design 
and construction. Also I arrive at my decision because to me con- 
serving water is life as we know it today, agricultural life, industrial 
life and employment life. Here at Hells Canyon you have a place to 
store the heavy runoff in the nonirrigating season; here also you will 
have a vardstick reservoir to proportion the water in dry season or 
dry years to help allow industry to operate normally under firm 
nower, and to minimize unemployment in the low runoff season of the 
vear. By trying to accomplish the same result as what is being prac- 
ticed on the Columbia River dams, we in turn, are establishing a pat- 
tern of highest quality of construction. 

This dam, I believe, like Grand Coulee, McNary and Hungry Horse 
and others is an engineer’s dream come true, to be able to build the 
finest. I see this Box Canyon as a natural reservoir; there will be a 
minimum of wasted tillable land, due to the vertical walls or sides of 
thiseanyon. Grazing and game occupy land at. a higher elevation than 
that of the storage area. Most of the mining properties are at a higher 
elevation on Haileys Ridge, Deep Creek, Red Gulch, Anderson Gulch 
and in the vicinity of Trail Creek, Heady Creek, and Copper Creek, as 
it comes in behind Lockwood saddle. The information that I have 
from folks talked to in the canyon, they don’t seem to mind the big 
reservoir idea either, they would just move a little higher up. 

In this canyon, useful vegetation is almost nonexistent, the higher 
you go the better it gets, up to reasonable limits. 

After visiting this canyon and viewing it at river level for 140 miles, 
flying through this maze of rocky bluffs and precipices at 600 feet to 
900 feet and walking along the west rim on Summit Ridge for approx 
imately 20 miles, viewing the western approach to the proposed dam 
site, I feel very small and humble indeed which only confirms my belief 
that this is the place to start to utilize this vast canyon. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. The next witness is 
Morton B. Brigham, Lewiston, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF MORTON B. BRIGHAM, LEWISTON, IDAHO, SECRE- 
TARY OF DISTRICT 2 WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Briguam. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
Morton Brigham of 3519 13th Street, Lewiston, Idaho, secretary of 
the District 2 Wildlife Federation. District 2 of the Idaho Wildlife 
lederation, comprising the nine member sportsman’s organizations 
in Idaho, Lewis, Clearwater, Nez Perce and Latah Counties, took 
action favoring construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon at a meet- 
ing March 20, 1955 in Lewiston. Idaho. 

Federation members feel that additional storage and power dams 
will be built in Idaho. Hells Canyon would provide such storage in 
® location which would minimize damage to migratory fish and big 
game. Hells Canyon dam would block migratory fish runs above the 
point of construction, but the number of fish affected would be small in 
comparison with numbers in the Clearwater or Salmon Rivers, alter- 
nate sites for storage dams on the Clearwater or Salmon rivers could 
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not avoid being major disasters to fisheries resources. The Idaho 
Wildlife Federation has voted favorably on a proposal to retain the 

Salmon River as a fish sanctuary, and has voted opposition to Bruce's 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams proposed for the Clearwater River. 

The impoundme nt formed by Hells Canyon dam would benefit 1 
reation in providing facilities for boating. The location of the 
poundment is favorable to fish-stocking operations when compared to 
alternate sites on the Clearwater or Salmon Rivers, being close1 
large fish hatcheries. Hells Canyon dam would create additio 
waterfowl] habitat, and would be expec ‘ted to improve waterfowl] hu 
ing. Alternate dam sites on the Clearwater River would be almost 
worthless as waterfowl areas because of lack of suitable shoreline and 
adjacent feeding areas. 

Winter range for big game that would be flooded by the H 
Canyon impoundme nt is of low-carrying capacity desert vegetatio 
The impoundment is not believed to be of serious consequence in blo 
ing seasonal migration routes for big game. Species of game affecte 
would be mostly mule deer, the surrounding country having only a 
few elk. The loss of big-game range is therefore of minor magnituc 
Alternate sites proposed ‘by the Corps of Engineers at Bruce’s E ddy 
and Penny Cliffs on the North and Middle Forks of the Clearwate: 
River would destroy all runs of migratory fish in that stream above 
points of construction, and could exterminate the runs entirely fron 
this drainage. In addition, these dams would create ae ey 
that would cause a catastrophe to one of the largest, if not the igre 
herd of wild elk in the United States and to thousands of 
Forest Service and Idaho Fish and Game Department estimates . the 
number of animals in the drainage affected by these two dams total 
10,500 deer and 28,600 elk. Flooding of critical winter range areas 
and routes of seasonal migration would create a complex change in 
the growth of browse plants resulting in permanent damage to the 
winter range on which the animals depend for existence. Drastic 
reduction of the number of animals that these ranges could sup oe 
would be inevitable in event of construction of Bruce’s Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs dams. These two dams, which can be considered alte: 
nates to Hells Canyon, would therefore be real tragedies to big game 
resources. Penny Cliffs dam would inundate 46 miles of the Lewis 
Clark Highway, causing loss of a vital water grade route that has 
taken 40 years for construction. This dam would create an impound 
ment extending 6 miles into a designated wilderness area. Hells 
Canyon would flood no highways of consequence and would not affect 
a designated wilderness. 

It is requested that appropriations be provided for wildlife studies 
at the same time that other investigations are instituted, that the effects 
of construction on fish and wildlife resources be evaluated by qualified 
biologists, that provision be made for restitution for any losses to fish 
and wildlife, and that costs of such a program be borne by the cor 
struction agency. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. The next witnesses, as we 
turn now to the list of opponents, are Max Hinrichs, farmer and presi- 
dent of the Pullman (Wash.) Chamber of Commerce, Mr. William 
Marineau, manager and publisher of the Daily Idahonian, Moscow, 


and B. E. Lewis. m: iyor of St. Maries, Idaho. The first. witness then. 


will be Mr. Hinrichs. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF MAX HINRICHS, PULLMAN, WASH., PRESIDENT, 
PULLMAN (WASH.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Huxricus. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am Max 
Hinrichs, farmer of Pullman, Wash. I farm on a tributary to the 
Snake River and I am appearing here as a farmer vitally interested in 
the welfare of the Pacific Northwest and Snake River drainage. 1 
am willing to leave the final decision as to what dams should be built 
to the Federal Power Commission, but from all information that I 
have studied since this has become a controversial issue, I have as land- 
owner made some observations. 

From all studies, Hells Canyon Dam will not be a factor in flood 
control. If flood control is of primary importance then the dam should 
be placed below Lewiston on the Snake River. This would control 
all the Snake River drainage. Since the above is not feasible or prob- 
ably has been bypassed, then I believe the following is the next solu- 
tion. I believe that a series of power dams is the easiest and most 
practical answer. The low dams would be much less costly, whether 
built by private power or the Federal Government, and would be much 
more practical. I honestly believe that private power can do the job 
and if they are willing they should be encouraged to do so. Private 
power will use public funds as capital but it will not be tax money 
from the Federal Treasury. Private power will also place property 
on the tax rolls which will also benefit the entire area. It is mentioned 
that we’d have new industry if the dams were built by the Federal 
Government. We would also have them if they were built by private. 
It doesn’t make any difference. Private industry is going to come in 
and develop resources if they are here to develop. 

Private power has proven that they can do the job in a very credit 
able manner and should be encouraged to do so. Flood control and 
irrigation should be Government projects from these comes power as 
a byproduct. Since neither of these are of primary importance, | 
would suggest giving private power the authority to proceed. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Marmeau. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM MARINEAU, MANAGER AND PUBLISHER 
OF THE DAILY IDAHONIAN, MOSCOW, IDAHO 


Mr. Martrneav. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I would like 
your permission to enter into the records of this hearing an analysis of 
the 1954 elections in the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 
This election analysis is not made up of conjecture, unsupported con 
clusions or biased opinions. It is the actual record of election results 
in senatorial, congressional, and gubernatorial elections. I, therefore, 
believe that the close perusal of this election analysis can only lead you 
to the same conclusion as was made by the organization that compiled 
these figures. Namely this, that no matter how you try to twist the 
1954 election results in the Pacific Northwest you cannot find in them 
any mandate or public clamor for a high dam in Hells Canyon, or, 
for that matter, a mandate for any form of public power. 

If I may run over quickly the results of some of thése elections and 
how Hells Canyon was an issue in them. First, the campaigning of 
Mr. Al. Ullman. Ullmanran for Congressman in Oregon’s 2d District. 
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He had the assistance of men like Mike Strauss and Senator Kefauver. 
He made Hells Canyon the issue in his race. His advertising, hi 
speeches, his every action was closely tied to the Hells Canyon issue. 
Mr. Ullman was head of the Hells Canyon Association. The 2d Dis 
trict in which he was campaigning takes in that part of Oregon which 
includes the Hells Canyon. Can you find any mandate from the people 
for a high dam in Hells Canyon, or for public power, in the fact that 
Mr. Ullman carried only 4 of the 14 counties in the 2d District of 
Oregon? His opponent had frankly said that he favored private 
enterprise. ’ 

In Oregon’s Fourth District the “partnership program” was whole 
heartedly supported by Congressman Harris Ellsworth. Ellsworth 
got over 70,000 votes. His opponent just over 55,000. Can we call the 
victory of Mrs. Edith Green, in Oregon’s 3d District a victory for 
public power? It would not appear that we can. In looking over the 
results of that election we must remember that incumbent Congress 
man, Homer D. Angell, was beaten in the Republican primary by 
Tom Lawson McCall and that Angell had publicly stated that he was 
in favor of the high dam in Hells Canyon. 

An examination of news stories released during the Oregon guber- 
natorial campaign would force one to conclude that the Democratic 
candidate made a big issue of public power and Hells Canyon. As 
Candidate Carson expressed it, according to a Portland Oregonian 
news story of September 14, 1954, “I’m going to stand on the west 
bank of the Snake, and Hamilton will stand on the east bank. Nobody 
is going to steal the people’s river.” Carson also directly attacked the 
private power company’s plan for development of Hells Canyon and 
his comments along this line were reported in the area newspapers 
and are repeated in the written testimony I am handing in. Can any- 
one find support for Hells Canyon in the fact that Carson was defeated 
by a margin of 78,000 votes? 

One more comment on the Oregon elections, in this 1954 election 
three Oregon counties were voting on public utility district measures. 
All of these were decisively defeated and it is interesting to note that 
in every election since 1940 the voters of Oregon have been opposed 
to public power. What did the voters of Idaho indicate by their votes 
in the 1954 elections? Can it possibly be said that Hells Canyon 
development by the Federal Government was favored by a majority 
of Idaho’s citizens when only one major candidate who supported a 
government high dam was successful in winning election? We could 
argue the point of whether or not the natural resources of Idaho, or 
any of the Pacific Northwest States, should become a political football 
but nevertheless they do seem to have been in the 1954 election. You 
see proof of this in the fact that the platforms of both of the major 
parties carried references to Hells Canyon and public power in them. 
The Lincoln County Journal, published at Shoshone on September 
, said that there were only two primary issues in the election, farm 
price support and Hells Canyon, and added the following explanation 
of the issues. “A vote for Dworshak, Budge, and Smylie is a vote 
for the Republican administration program of flexible price supports 
and a vote against ever permitting the Government to build a dam at 
Hells Canyon.” This contention by the Shoshone paper was sup- 
ported by many of the newspapers in Idaho. If this is an accurate 
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statement of the issue, any mandate that can be found in the Idaho 
election results would be in favor of private development of Hells 
Canyon since Dworshak, Budge, and youre were all elected. 

Senator Dworshak was reelected by an overwhelming majority, 
carrying 39 of the State’s 44 ew  aaeuntias Smylie was elected 
with a margin of almost 20,000 votes. Congressman Hamer Budge 
continued his opposition to Hells Canyon Dam as a Federal project 
and he won decisively with over a 29,000 vote ma irgin. There was 
only one major election in Idaho in which the successful candidate 
sup ported a high dam in Hells Canyon. This was the election of Mrs. 
Gracie Pfost. It is interesting to note that in the same 19 counties 
that gave Mrs. Pfost a majority of 8,921 votes, Senator Dworshak 
had a majority of 18,840 votes over his opponent. 

The analysis of the 1954 election also includes reference to elec 
tions in Montana and Washington but I will leave it to the people 
from those areas to point out that there is no mandate for public 
power in those States either. I believe this analysis to be important 
since there seems to be some question as to whether or not the majority 
of the people in this area want Hells Canyon developed by private or 
public agencies. The people of Idaho have never had a direct oppor 
tunity to vote on that issue, nor have the people of any other Pacific 
Northwest State. Since we have not had that opportunity then we 
must give some thought to the elections that have been held in the 
Pacific Northwest in which the candidates were clearly for or against 
this growing threat of Government domination. In most of these 
elections the proponents of a Federal high dam made their position 
very clear. They campaigned for and in favor of a high dam, All 
but one of them were decisively defeated. It is as close as we will 
probably ever come to getting an actual record of how the people in 
the Pacific Northwest feel about Hells ( anyon. 

May I conclude my remarks by repeating, in these election a 
it is impossible to detect any mandate, or majority approval, of : 
high dam in the Hells Canyon. Apparently most of our people are 
still in favor of private enterprise. Thank you. 

(The following document was filed by Mr. Marineau :) 


Hetits CANYON AND OTHER Pusiic Power ISSUES IN ‘THE PACIFIC NORTHWES' 


In the 1954 elections in the Pacific Northwest a few candidates talked public 
power and won. A great many more talked it and were defeated. Public power 
was also decisively beaten where it was a direct issue. 

The comment of one newspaper as follows seems to sum up the consensus of 
the press regarding any public power “mandate” in the 1954 elections: 

“Look the Northwest’s votes over again, gentlemen, use your microscopes, and 
see if you can blow them up into any kind of a mandate at all.” 


The 1954 vote on public ownership issues 


Raymond Moley has pointed out. (column of December 11, 1954) that “Oregon 
is by preference and tradition a privte-power State,” and that “A great majority 
of its people are satisfied customers of private utilities.” A public power district, 
commonly called a PUD, can be created by a vote of the people, as he mentioned, 
but since 1940 every election in Oregon on the question of forming a PUD has 
found the voters opposed to public power. 

On November 2, 1954, PUD was a direct issue for the voters to decide in three 
Oregon counties. In each case they voted down these public power proposals 
decisively. 

By an overwhelming margin of nearly 4 to 1 (1,586 to 401) voters in north 
Lincoln County vetoed proposals for a PUD to annex adjoining areas served by 
Pacific Power & Light Co. By nearly 3 to 2 (3,694 to 2,535) voters in Tillamook 
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County defeated a proposed PUD revenue bond issue. In Union County, Oreg 
for the first time in the history of the Northwest, voters approved a proposal to 
dissolve a PUD that had previously been adopted. This public ownership dis- 
trict was formed in 1940. But bond issues for the purpose of acquiring Cali 
fornia-Pacifie Utilities properties were rejected in both May and August 1954 
And the vote on November 2 to abandon public ownership was nearly 2 to | 
(2,641 to 1,340). 

On the same day these areas were voting down public power, their combin 
vote was 10,963 for Neuberger and 10,625 for Cordon. So it is pretty difficult, of 
course, to find any “mandate” for public power, such as Neuberger saw in the 
election, from the voter support he received in such areas as these. 


The 1954 congressional elections in Oregon 

In his column of November 16, 1954, Ray Tucker referred to the local issues 
that have just been mentioned as evidence “that the power issue was not a de 
cisive factor in the public power publicists’ victory (Senator Neuberger’s ele 
tion).” He adds however that “the worst blow of all,” received by the publi 
power advocates, was the defeat of Al Ullman in the Second Congressional! 
District. 

The Idaho Daily Statesman (Boise) has called Ullman “a tireless worker for 
the high dam” at Hells Canyon. Prior to the campaign he was head of the Hells 
Canyon Association, and since the election he has been reelected as a member 
of the executive board of that organization, which has the purpose of promoting 
Federal development of this project. 

The Second Oregon District includes roughly the east two-thirds of the State 
It borders Idaho with the Snake River partially dividing the two States. It is 
the particular stretch of the Snake River that includes the Hells Canyon area 

Ullman’s campaign ads and speeches left no doubt about his support for 
Federal development of Hells Canyon. “He attacked Interior Secretary McKay's 
hydroelectric power policies and said the ‘partnership’ plan for dam construction 
was ‘tragic’,” according to the Oregon Journal. “He was strongly in favor of 
public power and a Government high dam at Hells Canyon,” says the Ontario 
(Oreg.) Argus Observer in reporting an Ullman speech. Ullman even read into 
this Second District contest a “mandate” that differed from the one Neuberge: 
had in mind. “A vote for my opponent is a vote for McKay,” Ullman is quoted 
as saying in an early September speech. “If McKay’s policies are approved 
November 2 in the referendum—for that’s what this 1954 election is—the morn 
ing after you might just as well forget about Hells Canyon and accept the con- 
sequences of monopoly control of your local economy by a private utility.” 

Realizing that if there was a public power issue anywhere in Oregon, it was 
in this Second District election the big guns of public ownership were wheeled 
up to support Ullman. “America needs men in Congress like Al Ullman,” Sena 
tor Kefauver declared in a meeting at Ontario, Oreg., on October 4. Michael 
W. Straus, former commissioner of reclamation, was another campaign speaker 
in Ullman’s behalf. 

Ulman’s campaign opponent, Congressman Sam Coon, made his quite opposite 
position equally clear. “The opposition has accused me of being in favor of 
private enterprise,” he said in a speech at Vale, Oreg., “and I plead guilty to 
that charge.” 

Coon carried 14 of the 18 counties in the district, winning with 43,821 votes 
against 39,475 votes for Ullman. 

Except for the Second District, the most determined effort was probably made 
in the 4th to focus voter attention on public power. In this district Congress- 
man Harris Elisworth, Republican, was opposed by Democrat Charles 0 
Porter, who is reported as trying at least to make Federal power policy an issue 
in the campaign. Ellsworth on the contrary supported the partnership program 
of the Eisenhower administration, calling for cooperation between the Federal 
yovernment, municipalities, PUD’s, or power companies in the construction 
of electric power facilities. “Oregon has been getting a large share of public 
works for flood control and power,’ Ellsworth said in an address at Sweet 
Home, Oreg., October 19, “so we developed the partnership idea to let the people 
in Congress know that Oregon people are willing to help pay the cost.” 

Elisworth was reelected by a decisive margin, getting 70,695 votes, while 
55,775 votes were cast for Porter. 

In the First District it was pretty much no contest, and Congressman Walter 
Norblad, Republican, was reelected with 96,000 votes to 57,000 for his Demo- 
cratic opponent, Donnell Mitchell. 
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he Third Congressional District in Oregon is limited to Multnomah County 
(largely the city of Portland and some of its suburbs.) In this area it was a 
close contest, and Mrs. Edith Green, Democratic, won with 103,909 votes to 
44.590 for her Republican opponent, Tom Lawson McCall. McCall endorsea 
the Hisenhower partnership program. 

Mrs. Green’s victory has been called the loss of a Republican seat in Congress— 
a loss that is also sometimes attributed to voter support for public power. The 
actual situation, of course, is that the Republican who lost his seat in Congress 
is former Congressman Homer D. Angell. He was defeated for renomination 
in the spring primary election. And this happened after he came out flatly with 
the following statements in favor of public power : 

I favor the high dam constructed by the Federal Government at Hells Canyon, 
since the project is a multiple-purpose one and provides much power at the site 
and extensive water storage for firming up the other Federal power projects 
downstream. 

“Tl favor development of hydroelectric power by the Federal Government. 
These projects repay the costs from sale of power. During my 16 years in 
Congress I have been a leader in the fight for development of public power 
on the Columbia and its tributaries.” 


The Contest for Governor 

It has been pointed out by Raymond Moley, among others, that public power 

was stressed in the Oregon campaign not only by Neuberger and by the Demo- 
ratic candidates for the United States House of Representatives, but also by 
Joseph K. Carson, Jr., the Democratic candidate for governor. An examination 
of news clippings suggests that Carson hammered at this issue even harder 
than Neuberger did. 

\s early as September 11 there was an effort to dramatize Carson’s stand for 
public power when he met with Clark Hamilton, Democratic candidate for gov- 
ernor of Idaho, at Ontario, Oreg., close to Hells Canyon. The two issued a 
joint statement of principle, expressing opposition to “the proposed partnerships 
compacts that have been put forth by the present administration,” and con- 
tinuing: 

‘It is our conviction that the full and comprehensive development of the Colum- 
bia and Snake Rivers can only be accomplished by a return to the original plan 
of orderly development of the hydroelectric potential of Oregon and Idaho, which 
until the present Republican administration abandoned it, was creating abun- 
dant, cheap, competitive power and firming up our economy to new industries and 
creating prosperity for all in the Northwest.” 

As Carson expressed it, according to a Portland Oregonian news story of 
September 14, “I’m going to stand on the west bank of the Snake, and Hamil- 
ton will stand on the east bank. Nobody is going to steal the people’s river.” 

Later in the campaign, in attacking his opponent, Governor Patterson, Carson 
is quoted by the Baker (Oreg.) Record Courier as saying: 

“Even worse than the partnership proposal or the Governor’s compact is the 
plan of the Idaho Power Co. to gobble up a portion of the power potential of 
the Snake River. The Governor should be on the firing line against it and should 
have intervened on behalf of the State in the hearings before the Federal Power 
Commission. As Governor I promise to intervene.” 

Late in the campeign Carson also turned to television for the discussion of 
his views on public power. In a telecast of October 9 he is reported as saying 
that Oregon was doing “right well” until regional power planning was aban- 
doned and replaced by “so-called partnership plan.” He is also quoted as saying 
at this time that “power is a touchy subject; you are either on the side of the 
people or you are for allowing the private power companies to acquire under 
the guise of private enterprise something they never owned.” 

Compared with Neuberger’s slim margin of 2,462 votes over Cordon, Carson 
was defeated by a margin of 78,000 votes, receiving 244,179, while 322,522 votes 
were cast for Governor Patterson. 


Other political factors in the Oregon election 


, Elsewhere it has been pointed out that neither public power nor any other 
issue can be called unimportant in an election that is decided by a mere one- 
third of 1 percent of the votes cast, as was the case in the Oregon senatorial 
contest. This is quite true, of course, although such a statement does not take 
‘nto account the reasonable odds that his being for public power may have lost 
Neuberger as many or mcre votes than he gained for this reason. 
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In discussing Senator Neuberger as the public power candidate, it should 
be overlooked that Senator Cordon also had vigorous support among public power 
groups. One such group that was working in his support was headed by Har 
S. McNutt, a former mayor of Eugene, Oreg., and a member of that city’s water 
and electric board, which regulates its municipally owned electric system. Th¢ 
committee referred to Senator Cordon as the best friend Oregon’s public yx 
ever had, and according to news reports set out its purposes as follows: 

“We formed this committee in order to set the record straight on the so-called 
public power issue in this election. We are pioneers in public power and we 
know how much the people of Oregon owe to Guy Cordon. If we want to main 
tain our economy and continue the job of developing our power resources we ha 
better return Senator Cordon to Washington so he can maintain the work 
has done so well during the last 10 years.” 

Regarding Cordon’s opponent in the senatorial race, this public power group is 
reported as having the following to say: 

“Neuberger has no conception of the problems which face the State and } 
complete lack of understanding of the many-sided questions of power develop 
ment.” 

Since the election, publications in the Pacific Northwest have, with few excep 
tions, analyzed the election returns as demonstrating that power was not the 
issue. A few examples are the following: 

Salem (Oreg.) Capital Journal: “Look the Northwest’s votes over again gentle 
men, use your microscopes, and see if you can blow them up into any kind of a 
mandate at all.” 

Spokane (Wash.) Spokesman Review: “Some of the forces which helped to 
put over Richard L. Neuberger as the new United States Senator in the State of 
Oregon have left a wrong impression in the minds of some citizens in the North 
west. That impression is that the administration’s power partnership policy has 
been repudiated and that they should now look with confidence to the Federal! 
Government to take care of the future power needs of this region.” 

Heppner (Oreg.) Gazette Times: “Whatever the last election proved or didn’t 
prove, it’s impossible to find a mandate for socialism in it.” 

Grant County Blue Mountain Eagle (oldest weekly newspaper in Oregon): 
“Efforts to read a mandate on Hells Canyon in Neuberger’s election don’t stand 
up. Public power was the sole plank on which the candidacy of Al Ullman was 
launched. More money was spent on his campaign for Congress from the Second 
District than any other candidate in the past. His costs appear to have been 
triple those of Sam Coon. In addition he had unanimous endorsement of labor 
union political leaders. For these efforts he narrowed the margin of victory 
for Coon but did not come close to winning even though the turnout of Republican 
voters was less than expected.” 

Seattle (Wash.) Post-Intelligencer: “Up to this date the new Senator Nen 
berger has expressed himself, both orally and as a correspondent of the New 
York Times, as diametrically opposed to the modern conception of publie owner 
ship. For 20 years he has been for Federal ownership and plenty of it. The 
point now is that he did not reach the Senate on this outmoded concept. The 
point here is that he reached the Senate by the power of the stay-at-homes in 
Oregon—the Republicans who did not vote.” 


IDAHO 


A variety of issues besides electric power entered into the 1954 political cam 
paign in Idaho. But power was at least an issue officially, whether the voters 
paid much attention to it or not. It was not a popular issue, however, because 
only one major candidate who favored it was successful. 

Electric power became an issue officially when contrasting planks on this 
subject were written into the two major party platforms. In the following 
terms the State Democratic plank attacked policies of Secretary of Interior 
McKay and urged Federal development of Hells Canyon. 

“The Democratic Party denounces Republican obstructionist devices designed 
to prevent or retard full utilization of the State’s power and water resources 
for the benefit of all the people, their enterprises and interests. In accordance 
with this philosophy, we oppose the Republican-advocated plans of Douglas 
McKay to turn over our priceless heritage of valuable dam sites to a private 
monopoly. Only through Federal development of a high dam at Hells Canyon 
can our water resources be fully utilized and provide maximum irrigation, 
navigation, flood control, recreational and low-cost power benefits * * * we 
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propose a program that will make available low-cost power for the early de- 
velopment of new industry and utilization of our State’s vast phosphate and 
other mineral resources. , hs 

The power plank in the Republican platform expressed opposition to valley 
authorities. It endorsed the Kisenhower partnership program for the develop- 
ment of hydroelectric projects and also an interstate compact to protect water 
rights. The Republican power plank in Idaho was as follows: 

“We oppose any and all proposals for valley authorities. We oppose any and 
all Federal legislation which would create a project or means for exercising the 
so-called ‘paramount rights’ of the Federal Government over the water resources 
of the State. 

“We join Idaho irrigators whose battle cry for many years has been, ‘Don’t 
monkey with my headgates,’ and will resist any measure which threatens water 
rights secured under State law. We endorse the creation of an interstate com- 
pact which will determine and provide for the protection of the rights of Idaho 
and the other river basin States, in and to the waters of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries. 

“We endorse the President’s partnership program for development of genuine, 
bona fide multipurpose river projects, with ironclad protection for agricultural 
use of our water resources. 

The Republican platform did not specifically mention Hells Canyon, but news- 
paper stories regarding the Republican convention quoted as follows State 
Senator Tom Heath of Preston, Idaho, author of the Republican power plank: 

“Tt is intended to stop the Federal Government from building a structure such 
as Hells Canyon on the Snake River * * *, Now is the time to settle the (Hells 
Canyon) question. Hells Canyon is only a symbol and a dangerous symbol to 
Idaho.” 

Following the Democratic convention, the Boise Daily Statesman of August 
28 pointed out that the Democratic Party in the State was in completely new 
hands. It said, “The liberal Democrats of Idaho have the stage, have written 
the script, and now have the challenge of proving to the Idaho voter that theirs 
will be the best governmental show.” The newspaper commented as follows 
regarding the Hells Canyon plank : 

“Hells Canyon had to come into the platform with the group that now holds 
the reins of the (Democratic) party in Idaho. For nearly all the current candi- 
dates, Hells Canyon has been a crusade. Yet none of them has ever been able 
to do more than campaign for it. In the fall election it may very well be their 
downfall. Idaho has never voted for Hells Canyon. The fact that minority 
Democrat candidates squeaked through in the primary does not even suggest 
that a majority of Democrats in Idaho favor the project. But politics works 
that way. The Democrats in contro] proceeded with a Hells Canyon plank.” 

The Christian Science Monitor on September 8 also commented as follows: 

“With the party platform backing government construction of the (Hells 
Canyon) dam, political observers believe Mr. Taylor’s already uphill fight has 
been intensified. For the section of Idaho in the Hells Canyon area does not 
want a high dam at the proposed site.” 

The Lincoln County Journal, published at Shoshone, on September 9 said that 
the primary issues were two: Farm price supports, and Hells Canyon, or public 
power vs. private power, and added the following explanation of the way they 
stand: 

“A vote for Dworshak, Budge and Smylie is a vote for the Republican admin- 
istration program of flexible price supports and a vote against ever permitting 
the Government to build a dam at Hells Canyon. 

“A vote for Glen Taylor, William P. Whitaker and Clark Hamilton on the 
Democratic ticket is a vote for high rigid price supports, and in favor of the 
Government building a dam at Hells Canyon instead of the Idaho Power Co., 
which is the only company applying so far.” 

If this is an accurate statement of the issue, any mandate from the election 
was in favor of private power: because Dworshak, Budge, and Smylie were all 
elected. Taylor, Whitaker, and Hamilton were all defeated. 

Incumbent Henry Dworshak (Republican) and former U. S. Senator Glen 
Taylor (Democrat) were the contenders in the senatorial election. In the gub- 
ernatorial election it was Clark Hamilton (Democrat) against Bob Smylie (Re- 
publican), and for Congressman from the 2nd District, incumbent Hamer Budge 
(Republican) against William P. Whitaker (Democrat). Throughout the sena- 
torial campaign Glen Taylor made his support for public power crystal clear. 
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His statement of September 30 to a Weiser, Idaho, audience seems to be typi: 
The Weiser American reported it as follows : 

“T am in favor of the high (Federal) dam at Hells Canyon because Idaho 
must have cheap and abundant power or we shall continue to be the poor st« 
child of the West and we shall continue to watch our young citizens go off 
other western States where opportunities and jobs are more abundant.” 

Elsewhere he is quoted as referring to “the unholy alliance of the Idaho Powe 
Co. and the Republican Party” that has “strangled” the State. 

Campaign statements by Senator Dworshak appear to have been more « 
cerned with other issues, particularly with Taylor’s failure, when he was se 
tor, to oppose a measure which, Dworshak said, would have set price supports 
at 70 to 90 percent of parity. 

Dworshak was reelected by an overwhelming margin, carrying 39 of the State's 
44 counties with a majority of 58,130 votes—142,269 for Dworshak, 84,139 { 
Taylor. 

The race for governor. 

The Payette Valley Sentinel, published at New Plymouth, Idaho, as early as 
August 5, 1954, quoted Clark Hamilton as saying that, “I favor the constructi 
of the high dam (the Federal dam at Hells Canyon) and have repeatedly said 
as much over the past several years.” 

Much of Hamilton’s campaign, as the Democratic candidate for governor 
had to do with his ideas for improving industry and employment in the state, 
and he referred to the Federal project at Hells Canyon as something that would 
make an important contribution to Idaho’s economy. In a speech at Tw 
Falls on October 28 he is quoted as saying that the “high dam” (Federal dam) 
at Hells Canyon would “supply several thousand jobs on actual construction 
and ‘the same number of jobs in new industries’.”” For the farmers he said 
it would provide “cheaper power for your needs, particularly for pumping 
rigation.” Appealing to other voter groups he said the business and professional! 
men would “benefit immensely by the creation of more payrolls,” that taxpayers 
would “receive the aid of the taxpayers all over the country.” 

Robert Smylie, Republican candidate for governor, referred to public schoo! 
education as the number one issue. Concerning electric power, however, he urged 
his opponent to “disavow the Hells Canyon plank” in the Democratic platform 
He also urged Hamilton to disavow “his previous support of the electric power 
initiative proposed by Mr. Asher Wilson. My opponent can’t be for all of 
these things and he'll not fool the farmers of Idaho by being for one thing in 
southern Idaho and still another in the north * * * is he for our farmers and 
free enterprise, or is he against them?” 

Smylie was elected with a margin of 19,391 votes. He received 124,038 votes 
while 104,647 were cast for Hamilton. 


The Congressional elections in Idaho 

The First District of Idaho is usually Democratic and the Second District 
is usually Republican. Reelected respectively were Congresswoman Gracie 
Pfost (Democrat) from the First District, and Congressman Hamer Budge (Re 
publican) from the Second. 

Mrs. Pfost is sometimes referred to as “Hells Belle” because of her advocacy 
of the Federal project at Hells Canyon. Her re-election has been hailed as a 
victory for their views by such public power advocates as Bernard DeVoto 
In his Harpers Magazine article of January 1955, DeVoto said, of her reele 
tion and other November 2 results, that “They make as complete a repudi 
ation of the administration’s resources policy as could be achieved at a mid 
term election.” 

Such a statement misses the point that Republican candidates were elected 
to every other major office in the Idaho election (Governor, United States Sen- 
ator and Second District Representative), on a Republican power plank which 
said plainly enough that “We endorse the President’s partnership program for 
development of genuine bona fide multipurpose river projects.” 

Mrs. Pfost spoke up frequently for public power during the campaign. ‘We 
had the big giveaway in the tidelands oil,” she is reported as telling a Caldwell, 
Idaho, rally on September 27. “We tried to have the big giveaway of TVA— 
and now they are trying to give away Hells Canyon * * * that gorge must be 
developed for the people of Idaho.” Other reports of her speeches refer to 
statements that the high dam at Hells Canyon would provide cheap electric 
power and attract more taxpaying industries into the State. 
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Mrs. Pfost won with a margin of 8,921 votes, receiving 50,214 while 41,293 
were cast for her Republican opponent, Erwin Schwiebert. 

Another election result has generally been ignored by public power advocates 
who see an endorsement of their views in Mrs. Pfost’s reelection. The same 
19 counties in the First District of Idaho, which gave Mrs. Pfost a majority 
of 8.921 votes, cast a majority of 18,840 votes for Henry Dworshak over Glen 
Taylor, the public power candidate for United States Senator. In this district 
Dworshak received 54,613 votes while only 35,773 votes were cast for Taylor. 

In the Second Congressional District of Idaho there was no question about 
the positions taken by the two candidates. They are set out clearly in the 
news clipping reproduced on pages 72 and 73. Budge “continued his opposition 
to Hells Canyon Dam as a Federal project,” it is reported, while Whitaker 
attacked Budge’s stand on the power issue. 

Budge won decisively with a 29,143-vote margin, receiving 81,824 votes while 
52.681 were cast for Whitaker. 


The Asher Wilson initiative 

Reference has been made previously to an initiative sponsored by Asher B. 
Wilson in Twin Falls, Idaho, who has sometimes been called the political 
mentor of Congresswoman Gracie Pfost. 

His initiative would have set up a commission with power to take over, 
build, and operate electric generating and also communications facilities. He 
failed to get enough signatures to get this initiative on the ballot, and is also 
reported by the Boise Daily Statesman on October 12, as having “sought unsuc 
cessfully to have his proposal included in the Democratic State platform.” 


Postclection newspaper analysis 

A Boise Daily Statesman editorial of November 5 referred as follows to the 
ill success of the Democratic public power plank: 

“The Hells Canyon issue, which was a plank in the Democratic platform 
(in Idaho), would appear to have been battered a little. Except for the reelec- 
tion of Congresswoman Pfost (she’s a firm Hells Canyon supporter) those 
candidates who were most aggressive in behalf of the dam were defeated.” 

Later, on November 9, from the same publication : 

“Congressman Budge won a majority far in excess of Mrs. Pfost’s. Mr. 
Budge, by the way, is vigorously opposed to the high dam. His opponent was 
for the dam, in every speech and in every statement. So there was little, if 
anything, for the high dam supporters to cheer about in the Idaho election.” 

The Payette (Idaho) Independent-Enterprise of November 25, mentioned as 
follows Neuberger’s reference to a mandate in the Oregon election: 

“Despite the slim victory of Neuberger, we doubt that the people of Oregon 
have mandated him to usurp Idaho’s water. In the congressional elections 
where the districts fell in the Idaho-Oregon zone, the Republicans won in hard- 
fought battles, opposing Hells Canyon.” 


WASHINGTON 


The State of Washington elected neither Governor nor United States Senator 
in 1954, and there was apparently less effort than usual to warm up voter 
interest in the public power issue. Like some other States, the election results 
were not especially consistent. Each of the six congressional districts into 
which the State is divided elected Republicans to the House of Representatives, 
although a Democrat was successful in the statewide election of Congressman 
at-large. But the same thing happened in 1952. 

Both years the successful candidate for Congressman-at-large was Don Mag- 
nuson (Democrat). Electric power does not seem to have been an issue in his 
election, which is generally attributed to two factors : One, than many voters con 
fused him with United States Senator Warren G. Magnuson (Democrat, of Wash- 
ington) and voted for the name; secondly, that a division within the Republican 
ranks hurt his opponent. 

In the First District, which consists largely of the city of Seattle, incumbent 
Thomas M. Pelly (Republican) was reelected with a 10,000-vote margin over 
former United States Senator Hugh B. Mitchell (Democrat). Mitchell had 
rather consistently supported public power, both as United States Senator and 
Member of the House of Representatives. He was appointed to the Senate by 
Gov. Mon C. Wallgren, Wallgren having resigned as United States Senator 
to become Governor. Then Mitchell was elected to the House of Representatives 
in 1948 and again in 1950. 
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So far as major candidates are concerned, the most determined effort to make 
public power a political issue was probably in the Fourth District congression: 
race. Fred Yoder, the Democratic candidate, seemed to devote a lot of attenti 
in his campaign to this issue. The Goldendale (Wash.) Sentinel, in reyx 
ing a speech that he made there October 12, says: 

“Probably the greatest emphasis was placed on the program of developm« 
of the power and allied resources of the rivers of the Columbia Basin and thei 
relation to the economic growth of the Northwestern States included in 
basin area. He was emphatic in his support of the policies inaugurated under 
the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt and carried forward under the Truman 
administration. 

“He voiced strong opposition to the substitution of what he called the partner 
ship policy of the present administration under which privately owned corpora 
tions are being invited into the program of dam building and the allocation ai 
distribution of power developed at the big dam. He opposed strenuousiy the 
proposal to turn over the Hells Canyon Dam building program to private capit 
and urged support of the Federal proposal to build one high dam as early 
possible 7 

Yoder made no great progress and was defeated 3 to 2 by incumbent Ha 
Holmes, who received 67,171 votes to 42,911 cast for Yoder. 

In two elections of public utility district commissioners the public pows 
candidates were defeated. 

In Stevens County, Wash., John Aston defeated incumbent D. L. McKe 
2263 to 2,135. MecKern had strongly opposed a plan for Washington Wate 
Power Co. to purchase the public utility district facilities. Aston on the con 
trary said he felt “dutybound to consult with the people served and to carry 
out their wishes.” Public power spokesmen had branded Aston “a hand-picked 
candidate of the private power interests.” 

In Yakima County, Wash., Ernest J. Champoux was the winner with 18,765 
votes over Lloyd Meyer with 14,068 votes. According to the Toppenish (Wash. 
Review of October 28: 

“Champoux likes the way the Yakima County public utility district has been 
meeting the power situation by a quiescent program of watching and waiting 
(with continued private electric service by Pacific Power & Light Co.). Meyer 
pledges himself to survey, study, and report his findings, implying that if his 
investigations warrant doing so, he will be for putting the public utility district 
into the power business.” 

MONTANA 

Senator James BE. Murray (Democrat) of Montana has long been one of the 
leaders among advocates of Federal development and public ownership of electric 
power. He has been the chief sponsor of legislation intended to establish a 
Missouri Valley Authority, modeled on TVA. 

Murray’s Republican opponent in the 1954 senatorial race was Wesley 
D’Ewart, United States Representative from the Second Congressional District 
Bernard DeVoto has referred to D’Ewart’s being “defeated on his merits—on his : 

energetic service to the power and resources policy” (of the Eisenhower adminis j 
tration. ) 


Compared with the voting support Senator Murray has had in the past, how- % 
ever, his slim margin in November cast doubt on theories that any one issue was 3 
decisive. Murray won out with a margin of only 1,728 votes, receiving 114,591 i 
to 112,863 votes cast for D’Ewart. In 1948 Murray was elected to the United 4 
States Senate by over 30,000 votes—125,193 to 94.458 for his opponent. é 

Any claims that Murray’s election was a public power victory also fail to 3 
take into account his strength and weaknesses geographically in the State Q 





Perhaps the best way to analyze this is to examine the voting in 22 of Montana’s 
56 counties, in which REA cooperatives operate. This is the nearest approach 
to public ownership of electric power anywhere in the State, because there is no 
municipal ownership nor any public utility districts such as those in Washington 
and Oregon 

Of the 22 Montana counties whose rural areas are served by REA cooperatives, 
IyEwart carried 14 while only 8 of them cast majorities for Murray. In 8 of 
these 22 counties there has been much REA-inspired criticism of private utilities. 
But D’Ewart carried 5 of these 8 counties and Murray carried only 8 of them. 
Among other areas D’Ewart carried Flathead County, Mont. (5,481 to 4,663 for 
Murray), site of the huge Hungry Horse Federal power projects. 
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As in other elections, anything beyond cursory examination of the results 
discloses very little support for theories that the public power issue Was an 
nortant influence upon the voters’ choice of candidates. 


Senator Murray. Mr. B. E. Lewis. 
STATEMENT OF HON. B. E. LEWIS, MAYOR OF ST, MARIES, IDAHO 


Mr. Lewrs. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the commit- 
tee, my name is B. E. Lewis. I have served continuously for the past 
16 years and I] believe I represent today the small people of a small 
county, of a county that is not as we: althy as many other counties in 
Iduho. We have a valuation of less than $5 million. We receive 
10 percent of the taxes for the support of our se ‘hools, the city, and 
the county from the railroads and utilities in our area and I want 
vou to know that our high school would be closed tomorrow if we lost 
the taxes from the utilities in our area. Ifthe proponents of the Hells 
Canyon Dam are so sure of its merits, why not come into our area 
where we have a vast amount of Forest Service land, some of the 
richest mines, why don’t they come in and advocate that they come 
in and develop the timber and ore in this area and let the businessmen 
ind the farmers pay all of these taxes. And that’s what would result. 
[ have just submitted for the record ten opponents of the Hells Canyon 
Dam. They are small taxpavers, small industrialists, and small- 
business men who are heartily opposed to this socialistic monstrosiiy 
of a Hells Canyon Dam. 

There was a member testified here this afternoon that he was a 
Socialist, and I’m proud to say that I’m not a Socialist. The se 
reliant people of Idaho who like to pay the taxes, develop their se am 
with private money and private industry, and the ones that our fore 
fathers would be proud of if they could be here today are opposed 
to a Hells Canyon Dam, and I want you to know for the record, gentle 
men, you in the Senate, if you will look at the financial status of the 
State of Idaho and compare it with Washington, Oregon, and some 
of the surrounding States, you will find that we have a financial record 
to be proud of and we want to continue to ace ept taxes from the private 


utilities and we don’t need Washington, D. C., to tell us how to develop 
our resources, | 


Thank you, 

(The documents above referred to appear in that portion of the 
transcript containing the exhibits. ) 
_ Senator Murray. It is nice to have a little hilarity once in a while, 
it helps to make the time pass, so we don’t object to good applause. | 
think it is a very nice thing to have applause once in a while, it makes 
us feel we are all good home folks. Now, the next three witnesses will 


be Milton D. Bradshaw. Lynn Tuttle, and Alvin MeCormack. 
Mr. Bradshaw. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON D. BRADSHAW, CLARKSTON, WASH., 


RETIRED CONSTRUCTION SUPERINTENDENT, UNITED STATES 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Brapsnaw. Mr. Chairman. I live at C larkston, Wash. Tam a 
retired construction superintendent for the United States Bureau of 
Public Roads. My dad told me one time: It’s always easier to be 
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against something, and that a man could make a great reputation a 
an “aginner.” ‘Today I think I have the tougher job, then, because I’ 

for something. I’m for a high-level dam in Hells Canyon. I repr 
sent no organization or group, just me, old John Q. Citizen. I bi 
lieve it is for the best interest of all the people of this Nation that th 
Government build a high-level dam at Hells Canyon. You are fam 
liar with all the conventional arguments, pro and con, on this subject, 
but I want to call to your attention a sort of byproduct, not too ofte: 

talked about, but extremely important to you, to me and the whol 
country. 

It is fine that this dam will bring economic advantages to this North 
west country, which will spread throughout the Nation like waves in a 
mill pond, but it will also make available great new areas for recrea 
tion and relaxation, which we can all use and which will be open to thy 
public. There will be a lake 90 miles long. I don’t believe any privat: 
company can handle this the way it will be handled. We should have 
access roads, a lot of them, of quality, and I don’t think any privat 
company could afford to build them. A private company is in busi 
ness for one thing—cash profits. And that’s fine. Our country was 
built on cash profits aoa that sort of thing, but there is a lot of thin 
that we approve for the Government be nefit that are not cash. On 
of these is a happy and prosperous people and a healthy people, and 
one way to get that is a great area here open to the public and managed 
by an organization which has the know-how and the trained personne! 
to do so. : 

Now, the National Park Service estimates annual use at a high level : 
dam of over 800,000 visitor days, most of which will come to see wr | 
dam—the dam completed and the lake filled. And that is a lot « 
people and they’ll come there primarily to see this high dam, not - 
little piddling dams, but the high dam and many thousands of them 
will remain to fish and boat, picnic and camp, or just plain explore 
this great or Because this is a great country. That whole coun- 
try is so vast, canyon so deep, outst: anding scenery and great geological 
story on a sc o sufficient to constitute a national recreation attrac 
tion, that it needs protection under public ownership and supervision. 
I am satisfied no private company, no matter how civic minded, could 
or would provide facilities for such an influx of visitors. The Govern- 
ment can do it here, they have done it before, they have the experienced 
and trained personnel. 

I am no dam expert—maybe I should say I’m no expert on dams, but 
in building roads from Alaska to Central America and from coast to 
coast, I have been an interested observer of how these affairs were 
handled, both under private operation and Government control. Pri 

vate companies are in business, as I said, for cash profit, naturally, 
and no fault can be found here; but profit can accrue to the Govern 


ment in many forms aside from cash. Were this not so, I am sure you 4 
Members of Congress would not continue to appropriate moneys for ; 
operation of our vast national park system. 3 

It is my belief the Government can and will build more and better : 
access roads to a high level dam, provide more and better tourist 3 
facilities, such as those at Lake Mead, for instance, and thus open up : 
this primitive area to the visits of your family and mine. This is a } 
wondrous canyon, like no other you have ever seen and deserves full q 
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xploitation under Government control for the good of all so that not 
ist power profit, but full advantage may be t: aken of all features in- 
olved—power, irrigation, flood control. wildlife and, not the least 
f these, recreation. 

I re spectfully ask this committee to recommend a high-level dam at 
{fells Canyon and hope that Congress in its wisdom will cause to be 
rected a lasting monument there, dedicated to the good of the com- 
onman. I thank you. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Lynn Tuttle. 


STATEMENT OF LYNN TUTTLE, CLARKSTON, WASH. 


Mr. Turrie. I am from Clarkston and my name is Lynn Tuttle. 
[ am essentially a farmer. I am active in Hells Canyon and the 
Inland Empire Waterways Associations, as well as in other groups 
favoring full usage of our rivers. I spend about $250 of my own 
money—none from any power company—a year and considerable time 

this work, I should do more. I think that 95 percent of people i In 
he Lewiston-Clarkston area are in favor of the high Hells Canyon 
Dam, Many are afraid to speak out in public because of business or 
ocial relationships with employees of the private power companies. 
\fraid of reprisals and loss of business by those employed by 
Washington Water Power. 

My statement will be submitted but I’d like to submit a piece of 
idvertising that came out in Look magazine. It was disguised to 
ippear as editorial material. There is nothing on it to indicate that 
t was an advertisement. 1 would also like to submit for the record a 
picture taken of Hells Canyon Dam. It is this same photograph that 
is out here in front when the W ashington wind power blew it over 
and some stalwarts, boosters of Hells Canyon Dam, Republicans and 
Democrats, put it up again. 

Before I get into my prepared talk, I’d like to just touch on a few 
statements that were made. I’m for public power. I believe in it and 
I’m admitting that we lost the vote in Asotin County. I'll also state 
that we had some very well organized and expensive work employed 
against us. A Washington Water Power employee told me that there 
were eight people came in from Spokane that were especially trained 
to go from house to house and speak against public power, and I know 
of one case where they went to one house seven times. Len Jordan, 
it all times, was also one of those that came down to work against us. 
\bout that same time Washington Water Power canceled out 500 
water-right deeds, in the city of Clarkston and you folks from southern 
Idaho that are worried about your water rights in the Federal Gov- 
ernment better look to what private power companies do to water-right 
deeds. 

Authorities have estimated that a hundred years ago, Americans 
ised from 12 to 15 times as much muscle power as they did mechanical 
power. Now the ratio is somewhat more than reversed. The latest 
estimates I have seen are to the effect that we now use 26 times as much 
mechanical power as we do manpower. This would indicate roughly 
that we use proportionately 350 times the mechanical energy that we 
did 100 years ago, that is this proportion. We are burning up our fuel 
oil at the rate of about 7 million barrels a day. That is just about 
the production and just about the consumption of the United States. 
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The Westinghouse investigations indicated that our fossil fuels : Su 
as coal and oil and gas would be virtually exhausted by the year 
and to take the place of this energy it is ‘absolute ly necessary that ut 
develop our rivers to the greatest useful potenti: al. We can't re pla 
all this energy with river power but we can go a long way toward 
One of these di: Lys we are going to be back to the horse-and buggy da 
without any horses. And when we have to dig in the ground W 
spades to raise our crops we will be living on the same standard abo 
as China. So far, our only feasible source of renewable energy is 
be found in our hydroe lectric p slants. It is one of the crimes of 1 
age that we permit the potent! ials of our streams to 20 to waste w! 
we burn up our irreplaceable fossil fuels. And right here within 
hundred-mile radius of Lewiston and Clarkston, we have the great 
concentration of potential hydropower in the continent. Hells Cany 
Dam is the key dam to the whole situation in the Northwest. Thos 
who would seek to disrupt the orderly, coordinated development pr: 
oTams indicated in the 308 report, those who seek to cause “peg 
between States over which gets our water power and stuff like 

and are forever proposing substitute dams, have done the country 
oreat disservice. ‘There are other good sites oP le nty but there is ni 
substitute for Hells Canyon. We need all of it, we need full contro 
of all of our river resources and all our streams. 

There is one stage of the river that has been negiected very muc 
in these reports, both by Hells Canyon people and by the opponent 
and that is the stretch between here and Hells ¢ ‘anyon. There is 75 
feet of fall between the base of Hells Canyon and the pool level of 
the lower Granite Dam which would back the water up to about Lewis 
ton. That 700 feet of fall has a capability figure on the bases of t] 
distribution of Hells Canyon to the dams between here and the mout) 
of the Snake, I don’t have engineering figures on this particular 
stretch, but I do know that between here and the mouth of the Snake 
would amount to 516,750 kilowatts. And the generation would equal 
20,670 barrels of oil a day. That, coupled with the 50.000 barrels of 
oil that could be saved and conserved or replaced by electric power at 
Hells Canyon and the dams below here and due to coordinating sys 
tems with the other dams, would amount to about 70,000 barrels of oi! 
per day and that is nothing to be sneezed at. 

No matter how high or low we build dams we are always going 
to wish we built them higher and how wide we built locks for boats, we 
always are going to wish we had built them wider. We can’t get too 
much energy. I favor the Columbia dams and the Clearwater dams 
and the dams at the Salmon and all these streams. They are essential 
to our economy and they are going to become more essential eve ry 
day. I won’t try to touch on a topic of atomic energy bec nee that i 
something don’t many of us know too much about already. but I do 
know that when we do get it we will be using up a fuel that will becom 
exhausted eventually. Our water resources are our only permanent 
resources of renewable energy. We must have uniform and regulated 
flow for conservation of energy for low-cost power, for navigation, for 
fish and wildlife and to dilute city and industrial pollution. Energy 
resources are our greatest asset in time of peace and our greatest secur- 
ity in times of war, and when it comes to dam construction, I won't 
draw either State or political lines. Thank you. 
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(The following statement was tiled by Mr. Tuttle. ) 


Honored gentlemen of the committee: I am from Clarkston, Washington and 
name is Lynn Tuttle. Iam essentially a farmer. | am active in Hells Canyon 
i the Inland Empire Waterways Associations, as well as in other groups 
voring full usage of our rivers. I spend about $250 a year and considerable 
e in this work. I should do more. I think that 95 percent of the people in 
e Lewiston-Clarkston area are in favor of the high Hells Canyon Dam Many 
afraid to speak out in public because of business or social relationships with 
ployees of the private power companies. 
[am submitting for the record : 
1. My statement. 
\ sheet of misleading power company advertising disguised as editorial 
terial 
A picture of one of America’s greatest river-control projects—Hells Canyon 


am 
Exhibit No. 2 is taken from the March 22, 1955, issue of Look magazine. Many 
er magazines ran the same ad. The Saturday Evening Post indicated (in very 
all letters) that it was paid advertising. Such scurrilous ads, at about $16,000 
issue, constitutes an open insult. The consumers pay the bill. It shows to 
at extremes private power will go to gain or retain monopolistic control over 
energy potentials. 
Exhibit No. 3 is painted from a picture taken at the Hells Canyon dam site, by 
e Department of the Interior. The dam itself, is interposed and made to look, 
nearly as possible, as will the real thing. In the picture are the mayor of 
Clarkson, a probate judge, labor leaders and myself. They represent both politi 
| parties, but all are Democrats. 
\s a conservation measure, I hold that high storage dams are essential. And 
ere is why 
Authorities have estimated that 100 years ago Americans used 12 to 15 times 
is much muscle power as they did mechanical power. Now the ratio is some- 
vhat more than reversed. The latest estimates I have seen are to the effect 
iat we now use 26 times as much mechanical power as we do manpower. This 
ould indicate roughly that we use proportionately 350 times the mechanical 
energy that we did 100 years ago. And it is by this usage of mechanical energy 
hat our present standard of living is possible. How long can it endure? T\ 
jucte from Raymond Moley, “According to figures developed by Westinghouse, 
ir consumption of energy units would, if dependent upon conventional fuel, 
exhaust our known supply of coal and oil before the year 2000.” Other ex 
austive studies indicate an earlier depletion of petroleum and perhaps 150 years 
for coal. However, the length of time is not the crux of the matter. The painful 
act is that our fossil fuels are not renewable and once gone cannot be replaced. 
Here in these United States, we are depleting petroleum at the rate of 7 million 
barrels per day. We may find ourselves back in the horse-and-buggy days, with- 


ut horses, 


So far, our only feasible source of renewable energy is to be found in our 
hydroelectric plants. It is one of the crimes of the age that we permit the 
otentials of our streams go to waste while we burn up our irreplaceable fossil 
iels. And right here within a hundred miles radius of Lewiston and Clarkston, 
ve have the greatest concentration of potential hydropower in the continent 
Hells Canyon Dam is the key dam to the whole situation. Those who would dis- 
rupt the orderly, coordinated development programs indicated in the 308 report, 
those who seek to cause bickering between States and are forever proposing sub 
stitute dams, have done the country a great disservice. There are other good 
ites aplenty but there is no substitute for Hells Canyon. 

In order to obtain maximum benefit from Columbia Basin river potentials, 

e must have approximately 40 million acre-feet of storage. One-tenth of this is 
ivailable at Hells Canyon. That tenth is important and could be used to con 
serve enormous quantities of our diminishing oil supply. In terms of oil, the 
energy attributable to Hells Canyon would be equivalent to nearly 50,000 barrels 
of oil per day. This figure does, however, not include the 107 miles of swift river 
between Lewiston and the dam site. The fall, between the base of Hells Canyon 
Dam and the pool level of the lower Granite Dam, is 795 feet. Firm power at 
tributable to storage at Hells Canyon Dam would be in about the same propor- 
tion as that of the authorized Snake River Dam below Lewiston. This is ap- 
proximately 65,000 kilowatts per 100-foot fall. The 516,750 kilowatts thus 
generated equals 20,670 barrels of oil per day. The 70,000 barrels total is not to 
be sneezed at. 


¢ 
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It is my sincere belief that all river systems throughout the country should 
be fully utilized. I believe in maximum development of the Snake, the Cles 
water, the Salmon, and the Colorado. No matter how high we build dams or h: 
wide we build locks, we will wish before long that we had built them higher a 
wider. We must have uniform and regulated streamflow for the conservation 
energy, for low-cost power, for navigation, for fish, and to dilute city and 
dustrial pollution. 

Energy resources are our greatest asset in times of peace and our great: 


security in times of war. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Tuttle wishes to have this article from th. 
March 22d issue of Look magazine filed as a part of his statement anc 
also the picture of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, may I make a suggestion? I thi 
a good deal of that material ought to be in the record as exhibits 
make all of this material part of the record. 

Senator Murray. Of course we can’t carry the picture, but we « 
carry the written statement from Look magazine. 

Senator Morse. I think there is a great danger that you are goir 
to come out with so much repetitive “material that it is going to i 
crease the cost of printing the proceedings way beyond | any just 
cation. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GILBERT WILLIAMS, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mrs. Wittr1ams. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, Gracie 
Pfost. Um sorry that I can’t possibly deliver an oration like the 
Mayor of St. Maries did, but I feel honored to be chosen as one to 
give her testimony before this honored group. I am used to speaking 
to people and not a microphone. 

I’m just a housewife and I was born in Lewiston in 1896, so I’ve 
had an opportunity to view the Snake River in all its stages for 
over 50 years. My husband was mill and millwright and mill super 
intendent for Nez Perce Rotary Mill for 30 years and the mill was 
located right on the banks of the Snake and so for all of those years 
I’ve had almost a daily view of the river. Before we moved here to 
Lewiston, and before this 30-year period I lived on a farm at Gifford 
and I washed for my family of 5 children and my husband’s parents 
and ourselves on a washboard and in the winter we melted snow to use 
for wash water because it was easier to do than it was to go down the 
hill a quarter mile and carry water from the spring. After 2 years 
we had a good crop. The first year we summer fallowed and we 
did install a gasoline pump in the cistern at the bottom of the canyon, 
and on the times we could get it to pump, it wasn’t so difficult. In 
the winter I have pulled water from this cistern, with my old father 
in-law because my husband was working away from home, to water 20 
head of stock. I appreciate the fact that rural electrification has 
come about through the development of hydroelectric power so things 
can be made easier for mothers on farms. 4 

We moved to Lewiston Orchards and when we moved there there : 
was no rural electrification that was known of—any kind—east of a 


certain section. It so happened that we lived on 12th Street, which 
was outside the area served by Washington Water Power Co. 


Senator Murray. Mrs. Williams, if you intend to continue to some 
extent, I suggest that you put in your written—— 
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Mrs. Witu1aMs (interrupting). It is written, but there is not very 
ich more. We purchased three poles to secure electrification for our 
ome. Then those poles and that outlay became property of the 
Washington Water Power Co. and we have continued to pay our 
ionthly bill for electricity all that time, which of course has been 
very great convenience. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your statement. 

(The following statement was filed by Mrs. Williams :) 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of both Houses of Congress: I am 
rs. Gilbert Williams. I was born in Lewiston in 1896 and have lived in or 

ar here all my life, so have had an opportunity to see the Snake River in 
| stages for over 50 years. 
| lived on a farm near Gifford when I had five children, my husband’s par- 
ts. and ourselves for whom to wash. ‘There was no rural electrification then 
r hydroelectric power had not been developed and dams such as Grand Coulee 
nd Hungry Horse had not been constructed. I washed for my family on a 
ashboard and in the winter melted snow for wash water because it was easier 
o do that than carry water from the spring one-fourth mile away. I turned the 
ream separator to separate milk from 10 cows. I cleaned and filled lamps daily 
or an 8-room house as well as lanterns for use at the barn. 

I am happy because public electric power has been developed to make life 
easier for farm mothers and hope to see Hells Canyon high dam constructed by 
the Government because I believe sincerely that all our natural resources should 
be developed for the good of all our people and not by a private company for the 
benefit of a chosen few. 

The proposed site of Hells Canyon Dam is downstream from all the irrigation 
districts in southern Idaho, so any water impoundeed by it would have already 
passed them on its run to the sea. I have seen the Snake overrun its banks 
n Lewiston and it is my belief, as a citizen, that there will always be enough 
water to maintain an even flow below the dam. 

I have favored all legislation for the high dam since its inception. 

Senator Murray. Our time will be up in 20 minutes. There are 7 
more witnesses for the proponents and about 20 more for the oppo- 
nents. It is suggested that each witness introduce himself and submit 
lis statement which will be printed as if delivered. I would suggest 
that we follow that because we can’t possibly hear all these witnesses 
ind the record will contain the full and complete statement of these 
witnesses—will have just as much effect as if they delivered it here in 
person. Is that satisfactory ? 

The Coorprnator. Mr. Chairman, the proponents have 1 witness 
they would like very much for you to hear and we will submit state- 
ments from the rest of our witnesses if this 1 witness can be heard in 
full. I think his statement will take about 4 minutes. 

Senator Murray. Four minutes, all right. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DAN EMERY, STATE REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
NEZ PERCE COUNTY, IDAHO 


Mr. Dan Emery. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the 
committee, ladies and gentlemen, I am Representative Dan Emery, 
Nes Perce County of Idaho, and I feel as windy as a minor politician; 
us most major politicians feel at one time or another. Mr. Chairman, 
with your permission I’ll read my prepared statement, the one I have 
here rather than sneak into the fields that others have covered. 1 
also was a member of the Idaho house committee on economic devel- 
opment and I’m not looking to today’s taxes, not what the power com- 
panies pay us today, I’m looking at the development of this Nation and 
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its future. Now, I'll read a portion of my statement that I prepar 
to read here, if Imay. Iam not here to represent any group of peop 
but I can say with pride that the high Federal dam at Hells Canyo 
was part of the Democratic State platform because they, with others, 
recognize the needs of the peoples of the great Northwest, not on| 
in power but in the full development of a natural resource that 
second only to the people themselves; that resource is their abundant 
unharnessed water supply of which electricity is only one of the mai 
beneficial products. 

[ have no fight with the private power companies except that thi 
eastern capital controllers want only to use our Snake River to build 
small power dams. ‘To those who think this is just a pub lic vers 
private power fight, let me remind you that their dams would 1 
answer our needs for flood control; would not supply the necessary 
storage or the even flow of water that it would take to make the dai 
on the lower Snake River, such as Ice Harbor, financially feasible 
Without these dams, heavy year-round transportation from the Pacifi 
coast on our inland waterways would become but an idle dream of 
what could have been and when atomic energy makes power from lov 
head dams as obsolete as a uniform of the Grand Army of the Repub 
lic, these things will still be important to us. 

If the power companies’ proposed dams on the Snake River 
they have been in the past, they would produce electricity at such : 
high cost that it would make financially impractical, factories such 
as the Kaiser Aluminum plant at Spokane. T should also like to point 
out to those in the East that any major industrial development her 
would not be new competition for eastern manufactured goods | 
cause of the difference in items to be developed, but would capture a 
heretofore untapped source of national wealth that would create new 
markets for your products. 

Since the beginning of my memory, there has been talk of a high 
dam at Hells Canyon which in my opinion would give us the electrical 
energy needed to become a State in our own right and not just a colony 
for eastern capital investment. For desiring to develop our national 
resources to the best possible advantage of all this State’s people, those 
who advertise that Government dams are socialistic call us advocates 


of creeping socialism. That, to me, is just huckster brain-washing 
that I and other power users pay for, besides their much advertised 3 
taxes in our monthly electrical bill. ’ 


I don’t hear anyone complaining about our Federal highways, 
which, at best, woul | have to be called State socialism. I find that fev 
complain of our public school system—a type of creeping socialism 
that has helped to make us the greatest Nation on earth, nor do I se 
anyone wanting to develop his own private armies and fight this coun 
try’s battles for profit, which would be the true method of pure capital 3 
ism. It seems to me that sometimes the job to be done takes all this 
Nation’s people. 

If private capital or corporate capital can and will do the whole 
job, I for one, do not want the Federal Government in the power busi 
ness. But when private capital will only do half the job for profit be 
cause the whole job would be unprofit: able, then I think it is time that 

as citizens, get our heads out of the muddy sands of power propa 
ae and ask you, our representatives, in the Federal Government, to 
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ielp us with this project that needs to be fully developed, for God 
vave us of Idaho but one Snake River. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask you and the members of your committee to 
rge the Members of Congress to forget those who would operate for 
rofit alone and look to the future of this land that we will leave to our 

children. 

One more comment if I may. Ladies and gentlemen, the thing we 
re doing here is trying to help these people decide is with our river, 
ir water, and like I said before, if we can’t do it by ourselves as in 
lividuals then we are not asking a monster to do it, we are asking us, 
is a collective group of people, all the people, which is the United 

States Government, to do it for us. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF MARCUS J. WARE, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Ware. Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of Congress, I 
might state I am an attorney; I have been an attorney in Lewiston, 
Idaho since 1927. I have resided in the State of Idaho since 1908, 
From 1908 to 1927 my home was in Twin Falls County on the Twin 
Fall tract and irrigation project developed by private initiative, pri- 
vate enterprise, private capital and one of the best if not the best irriga- 
tion districts in the State of Idaho or any other State. I am opposed 
to the construction of Hells Canyon dam for two basic reasons. First, 
[ am opposed to Government engaging in any business or nongovern- 
mental activity which can be adequately performed by private enter- 
prises and private initiative. 1 prefer to see dams in the Snake River 
constructed by private enterprise as it means construction by tax-pro- 
ducing or tax-paying dollars as distinguished from construction by 
governmental or tax-consuming dollars. Now, my second objec ‘tive 
goes tomy appreciation of water rights and their significance in south- 
ern Idaho, which the average person in this part of the country hasn’t 
the slightest notion or vaguest concept of. It is based on the neces- 
sity in my opinion as a citizen of the State of Idaho of keeping the 
waters of the Snake River available for use in irrigation of land with- 
in the State of Idaho. 

The use of waters within the State of Idaho is declared by Idaho 
State constitution a public use. I realize that the recognition that the 
Hells Canyon dam could not be constructed by Government. without 
recognition of existing water rights if the Supreme Court of the State 
of Idaho was not consulted, or hereafter as it ever will be as long as 
water is used in this State, had an opportunity to pass upon the valid 
ty of those rights. What I am concerned about is the use of the 
waters of the Snake River by appropriations in the future for irriga- 
tion of lands not now under water. While Congress could enact a 

aw stating that the construction of a dam by the Government would 
not interfere with the rights to appropriation to appropriate water 
from the Snake River in, the State, a changing majority in Congress 
in my opinion, could if it saw fit, enact a law prohibiting future ap- 
propriations after a given date in order to assure ade quate water stor- 
age behind the dam. Absent a Federal dam, the right of the people of 
the State of Idaho, through their State government, to control the ap- 
propriation for use of the water within the State, exist fully and unim- 
paired. With the Government dam, future appropriations would be 
In jeopardy as dependent upon the will of changing majorities in 
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Congress. Having been raised in southern Idaho, I am familiar y 
the position of the people in that part of the State relative to th 
water rights present and prospective. In my opinion, the people o{ 
the State of Idaho do not wish to barter these waters for a Gove 
ment dam. — if you think that existing water rights cannot 
attacked by a Government agency, all you have to do is to read 
record of the San Juacine Valley, the San M: arguarite case that 
going to the Supreme Court and the fact there is now pending s 
in California by our Federal Government through Federal agen 
or departments, attacking valid existing rights to water on that 
under a paramount theory of rights on the part of the Federal G 
ernment, 

Senator Murray. Mr. W. H. Foster, Attorney, Grangeville Chan 


of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF W. H. FOSTER, ATTORNEY, GRANGEVILLE CHAMBI 
OF COMMERCE, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO 


Mr. Fosrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The resolution I h 
just offered for the record is the views of the majority of directo: 
of the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce. It does not necessarily 
represent my views. But since the committee is seeking opinions « 
this matter I would like the committee to know that I am personally, 
and I assume that my family goes along with my conclusions—an 


the fact that we are all prejudiced and we have no high objective: 
with which to offer except that we are pre judiced, I do want the com 
mittee to know that we are against Hells Canyon Dam as constructed 
by Federal Government. Thank you, 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 


Whereas, the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce, Grangeville, Idaho, recog 
nizes that certain pressure groups, political and otherwise, favoring public owne 
ship or favoring private ownership of hydroelectric power sites, are concerned 
with the planned development of power sites on the Snake River bordering t! 
States of Idaho and Oregon; and 

Whereas the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce, as an organization, has not 
and will not become involved or lead into taking any direct stand for or against 
public or private development of Hells Canyon power sites, but is concerned on 
with a policy favoring a plan which will result in the most orderly, rapid and 
expedient development of such power site or sites, in order to make available to 
the industries and the people of the State of Idaho the necessary electrical pow 
to assure their immediate and future needs ; and 

Whereas the Grangeville Chamber senses and perceives a real danger to the 
development and progress of the State of Idaho by the bickering and sometimes 
angry quarreling of various pressure groups which, if continued, will result it 
the delay of the development of these hydroelectric sites for many years; and 

Whereas it appears that neither side has any great concern for the welfare of 
the State of Idaho or its people : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the chairman and the board of directors of the Grangeville Cha 
ber of Commerce: 

1. That recognizing the merits and disadvantages of both sides of the pub 
versus private power issue, the chamber is primarily interested in supporting 
whichever plan that qualifies as providing the most rapid means of developing 
the said hydroelectric power site or sites, with the stipulation that our support 
goes to whatever means, agency, organization, or group that can adequately con 
struct and complete the dam or dams within a reasonable period of years, ! 
it private or public, or a combination of both. 

That our support for the construction of a dam or dams within a reasonabhl 
period of time is further conditioned by the reservation that the rights and 


future welfare of all the people of the State of Idaho be, by the means, agency, 
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ganization, or group that does ultimately construct such facilities, preserved 
nd the benefits thereof, including available electric power be reserved directly 

, and for the people and industries of the State of Idaho. 

; That the dam site or sites shall not become mere public monuments or tourist 
ttractions nor those whose real benefits are primarily diverted to citizens, in 

rests, and industries of other States. 

Dated this 1st day of April, 1955. 

GEORGE M. KLEIN 
Chairman of Board. 

Senator Murray. We will now call the names of the witnesses, or I 
might suggest that all witnesses who have come here prepared to 
a and have statements should come forward at this time and 

ive their names and addresses and file their statements, which will be 
printed in the record fully and completely and as if they were 
delivered. 

Senator Morss. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully suvmit a request to 
the members of the committee for their ruling because I have been 
advised that there is a considerable group that came to this meeting 
that expected that before the meeting was over announcement would 
be made or an invitation be extended for others to submit state- 
ments or make brief oral statements. They have represented to me 
here in the last 5 minutes that there are about a dozen such people, 
some not only from Idaho and Washington, but from my own State. 
| am not a voting member of the committee, I am only an ex officio 
member, but I respectfully submit the following suggestion: that the 
Chair rule that any person who was here in attendance and who ex- 
pected or hoped to be called upon, may have the privilege of filing with 
this committee in writing, not later than Monday next, a statement on 
this issue that he or she may wish to file. This includes a delegation 
headed by Mr. Sinclair who says that he has a group of petitions he 
wants to file and if those petitions are going to be filed I think he 
should be allowed to file ina as an exhibit in the record, and that 
the statements in support of the petitions be made a part of the record. 
J recommend to the chairman a ruling to that effect. 

Senator Murray. I think the request is very reasonable and appro- 
priate and therefore I will so rule. They may mail them to Wash- 
ington. 

Senator Morsp. Mail them to the Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee in Washington, D. C. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask for clarifies 
tion, I have no objection, but as I re all, Mr. Mapes of our committee 
staff set up some regulations so that there would be some limit placed 

upon those witnesses who were seeking an opportunity to testify. 
Now will this be an open-end invitation or will it be restricted ¢ 

Senator Murray. Restricted to those who appeared here and were 
willing and ready to make statements and didn’t get the opportunity. 
Not beyond that group. 

(Whereupon the following statements were filed :) 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN V. McCORMACK, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


I am interested primarily in the complete development of the waters 
of the Columbia Basin; I do not believe that we can settle for any- 
thing less than the maximum use of every drop of water that flows 
down our streams. To achieve this objective, the high dam, providing 
1,400,000 acre-feet of storage, is essential. 
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If proposed projects such as this could be judged solely on the 
merits, Hells Canyon Dam would have been authorized years 
However. this is not the case. Since the construction of this d 
would interfere with the plans of a few wealthy and greedy men, wi 
have been subjected to a barrage of misinformation, half-truths, 
falsehoods for years. This campaign has succeeded in keeping a gr 
many people thoroughly confused. 

For example, we have heard in the past, and are still hearing tod 
statements to the effect that future irrigation developments in Idahe 
will use all the water of the Snake River and that there will 
water left to fill a high dam in Hells Canyon. 

Now, certainly, the only way we have to estimate the future flow of 
the river is to examine the records of the past and from these fact 
make our assumptions for the future. 

Fortunately a gaging station has been maintained at Oxbow fo: 
many years by the United States Geological Survey. Oxbow is 2 
miles above the proposed site of the Hells ( Canyon Dam, and for 
all practical purposes the streamflow is the same at both points, so that 
we hate accurate streamflow records for a long period of time. 

There is, of course, a large annual variation in the streamflow at 
Oxbow. The figures show a low of 8,080,000 acre-feet in 1931 and a 
high of 19,800,000 in 1948. The average annual runoff from 1919 to 
1952 was 12 million acre-feet. 

Now, how much of this water will be used for future irrigatio: 
developments? On the Snake River plain about 6 acre-feet of wate: 
is diverted from the river and applied to each acre of irrigated land 
annually. Only about one-third of this is lost, however, since onl) 
about 214 acre-feet is used for plant growth and is lost through evap 
oration. The remainder seeks underground channels which carry it 
back into the river farther down the stream. These figures give us 
an accurate basis from which to estimate stream depletion for the 
future, taking into consideration the probable increase in the use 
of water for irrigation. 

We now have a little over 214 million acres of land under irriga 
tion in the Snake River Basin. This has been developed gradually 
during the last 85 years or so the greater part, about 114 million 
acres, being brought in between 1900 and 1920. At the present time 
it seems to be pretty well agreed that a little over 3 million acres : 
the top limit of the land in the basin that will ever be irrigated, and 
that will be brought in gradually in the next 50 years. Therefore, 
if an additional 500,000 acres of land is brought under irrigation in 
the next 50 years, we would expect a decrease in the streamflow in 
Hells Canyon of about 1 million acre-feet. 

In testimony before the Federal Power Commission, Mr. Lynn 
Crandall, Snake River watermaster, stated that after all possible 
irrigation development on the Snake River plain in the next 50 years 
the annual flow of the river into Hells Canyon will average over 11 
million acre-feet annually. This will be enough water to fill the 
proposed Hells Canyon Reservoir about 214 times in an average year, 
Even in a low-water year such as 1931 there would be enough water 
to fill the reservoir about twice. 

Mr. Milton Sachs, chief hydrologist with the Bonneville Power 
Administration, testifying before an FPC examiner, stated that the 
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records show that for the 10-year period 1912-21 the average runofl 
at Weiser per inch of precipitation was 976.000 acre-feet. In the 

10 years 1943-52 the average was 974,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Sachs also said: 

Therefore it occurs to me that it is very logical that, since during the past 40 
years we had 1,800,000 acre-feet of irrigation development upstream from Hells 
Canyon and couldn't find any significant depletion to affect the runoff at Weise1 
Therefore with a similar development for the next 40 or 50 years, depletion from 
his additional acreage would also be as insignificant as far as the total stream 
low at Oxbow is concerned. 

It seems to me that it would be embarrassing to those people who 

re out drying up the river to know that facts such as I have quoted 
are SO Tet adi ly avi ail: ib le. However, these peop! e seem to be be yond 
embarrassment, and I suppose that they will continue to make such 
statements. Unfortunately these statements will be believed by those 
people who are not interested in seeking the facts and by those who 
want to believe them. 


STATEMENT OF W. R. ARMSTRONG, TENSED, IDAHO, PRESIDENT OF 
THE IDAHO RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CuarrmMan. My name is W. R. Armstrong. I am a rancher 
in the Tensed, Idaho, area. I am_ president of the Idaho Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association. This association represents 9 Idaho 
cooperatives, serving 1,300 rural families and industries. 

Our association has favored the building of a Federal high dam 

t Hells Canyon site on the Snake River for a number of years. 

One of our reasons for supporting this Federal high dam is that 
ee, studies have indicated the utilities purchasing power generated 
by the Federal dams now in existence are better able to serve their 
consumers. These studies also show that they usually have adequate 
power at a substantially lower cost per kilowatt-hour. 

During the past 10 years I have been with the State soil conserva 
tion and have attended many of their conventions. At eed one I 
have been asked why we don’t get Hells Canyon Dam built. The 
only answer I can give is that we lack the support of the majority 
of the State of Idaho’s congressional delegation. 

The farm States of the Nation indicate they would like to utilize 
the good phosphate beds of the State of Ic laho for fertilizer for the 
depleted soils in their areas. The present lack of and high cost of 
electric energy from the private power companies operating near the 
phosphate deposits prohibit this development. This fertilizer must 
be manufactured and sold for a price in line with present farm income. 
At this time, I am shipping fertilizer, needed on my farm, in from 
Canada. This seems to be the only supply that I can secure in an 
adequate amount. 

The development of this needed farm commodity would help the 
users of the Idaho electric cooperatives, which I represent, by first, 
improving their soil, and secondly, creating new industries that in 
my opinion would open up new markets for the crops we raise. 

To keep the lights burning in the State of Idaho at low cost, we 
need the high Hells C anyon Dam. 
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STATEMENT OF HERBERT HOWE, REPRESENTING THE GRANGES 
OF NEZ PERCE, COUNTY OF POMONA; LAPWAI, IDAHO; LEWISTON 
VALLEY; AND LEWISTON LOCAL OF THE FARMER UNION 


Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of Congress, my nai 
is Herbert Howe. I am representing the approximately 400 membe: 
of the Nez Perce County Pomona Grange, the 122 members of t 
Lapwai, Idaho, Grange, the 127 members of the Lewiston Valk 
Grange and the 20 members of the Lewiston local of the Farmer Union. 

[ wish to call your attention to the type of testimony the proponent 
have presented to you here today. The witnesses who have given t! 
oral testimony are all persons who have taken the trouble to make 
study of the Hells Canyon issue and their testimony comes from thei 
hearts. Every one of them has burned the midnight oil reading an 
studying the facts as presented by experts in the various fields pel 
taining to this issue. Theirs is not a canned version handed dow 
to them by the power monopoly or the National Chamber of Commerce. 

The basis for this testimony has not been easy to get as very little 
or none of the true facts have appeared in the press of this State 
outside this immediate area. They have arrived at their conclusions 
after weeks and months of careful study of the records of previous 
hearings where both sides were presented and from attending meet 
ings where information and facts were passed from hand to hand. 
You will not find their names recorded in the top grass of giant 
corporations. These are grassroots people from near and far who 
have been and are willing to undergo personal sacrifice in order that 
a great natural resource, the Snake River, may be preserved for the 
people of Idaho and the Nation. 

When first the word came out that the Idaho Power Co. intended 
to appropriate the greatest resource of the State for a pigmy dam, a 
vigilant little group contacted their friends and more than 200 of 
these met at Weiser, Idaho, and the [daho-Oregon Hells Canyor 
Association was born. Little did we realize the rough and rocky road 
ahead. We were innocents then. We have learned much since. We 
went home confident that all we needed to do was to bring the facts to 
public attention and the battle would be won. Little did we know the 
strength of the power monopoly. We were branded as crackpots, 
pinks, and creeping socialists who desired to steal the water rights of 
the farmers in southern Idaho. We soon found that our granges in 
the south end of the State had been infiltrated by Idaho Power repre- 
sentatives and they were not interested in our side of the story. The 
Idaho State Grange at its annual convention invited Gov. Len Jordan 
and Representative Budge, both foes of the high Hells Canyon 
project, to address the delegates. No one was invited to present the 
high dam side of the argument and a strong resolution in favor of 
Idaho Power was passed. The controlled press and the Idaho Power 
Co. started a campaign to discredit the Bureau of Reclamation al- 
though it had a record of 50 years outstanding service to the State. Its 
great engineers and technical experts were labeled as bureaucrats 
whose main purpose in life was to destroy that which it had taken 50 
years to build and turn the productive acres of the Snake River Valley 
back to the desert it had been before Theodore Roosevelt and the Con- 
gress enacted the reclamation law of 1902. Chambers of commerce 
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throughout the State began to pass resolutions against the Hells Can 
on high dam development, in repayment of the contributions made 
to them by the power combine. 

The Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association began to realize the 

iture of the fight. Its officers and members went to work. Its 

peakers sought speaking dates with any organizations or groups will- 
ng to listen. They worked at their jobs by day and drove as much as 

. hundred miles to address some group in the evening; then drive 

home arriving in the early hours of the morning. These trips were 

made at their own expense. No fat expense accounts or juicy mileage 
lowances were in the cards for them. 

Organized labor rallied to the Hells Canyon Association banner, 
the officers and members of the REA co-ops gave invaluable assistance. 
Locals were formed, with membership set at $1. The money was used 
to acquaint the public with the Hells Canyon story. During the first 
year of its existence $4,000 was raised by the He Ils Canyon Associa- 
tion a pitifully small amount compared with the funds available 
to the Idaho Power Co. Not a single contribution was received from 
a chamber of commerce. The Lewiston Morning Tribune, of Lewis- 
ton, and Statewide of Boise published hard-hitting editorials which 
brought out the facts in the controversy. Senator Wayne Morse of 
Oregon and many of his like- minded colleagues in Congress made 
speeches for the high dam in Hells Canyon, throughout the Northwest 
and bills were introduced to authorize the high dam. Thus began the 
historic fight to save this great natural resource for full development. 

At about this time the officers of the Tdaho-Oregon Hells Canyon 
Association began to experience outside pressure in its most ugly 
form. Lloyd Tupling, vice president of the association and one of 
the owners of Statewide, was informed that his services as corre- 
spondent for the Wall Street Journal were no longer required. Charles 
Clap p, association treasurer, and owner of the Washington Hotel in 
Veiser, Idaho, saw the patronage of several employees of the Idaho 
P ower Co. withdrawn. This was followed by the boycott of his estab- 

ishment by the service clubs of the city although the Washington 
Hotel is the only hotel of any size in the town. He was eventually 
forced to dispose of his holdings in Weiser and is now living in Cali- 
fornia. Many businessmen up and down the main streets of Idaho 
towns and cities have told us they were for the high dam but were 
afraid to be seen at a Hells Canyon Association meeting for fear 
of business reprisals. To the best of my knowledge, there has been 
no protest of these tactics from the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. 

The Hells Canyon Association in the Lewiston area sponsored a 
5-minute radio program over station KRLC© and due to the splendid 
work of its announcer the program was self-sustaining. The associa- 
tion, encouraged by the success of the Lewiston venture, decided to 
embark on a more ambitious program. At an association meeting 
held in Nampa, Idaho, the radio program was authorized and a col- 
‘ection taken by the delegates attending was used to finance its start. 
lime was secured over one of the largest stations in Boise. After a 
very few programs an article by Bernard DeVota favoring Hells 
“anyon was read and the association’s time was canceled on the 
‘imsy grounds that the station did not care to carry a program of 
such a negative nature. I believe they meant it was too negative to 
the Idaho Power side of the dispute. 
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A bill authorizing a Federal high dam at Hells Canyon was int 
duced in the Congress and hearings were held by the Reclamati 
Committee of the House. The Ik laho- Oregon Hells ¢ Canyon eae 
tion presented testimony from a number of witnesses, all of 
made the tr ip wW ithout expense to the association. The bill was table: 
for that session of Congress but the testimony of the Bureau of Ri 
lamation and the association was so cone lusive that Idaho Power Co 
was forced to revise their plans to include some storage in spite 
the fact that previously they had maintained that any storage was 
impractical. They have been revising their construction plans eve 
since, 

After the tabling of the authorization bill by the House committ: 
the association came to the conclusion that it was necessary to wi 
for the election of those candidates who favored the Hells Canyo 
project. Gracie Pfost made the Hells Canyon issue a major one 
her campaign for a seat in Congress from the First Congressioual 
District. She had the full support of the association and was elect 
by asmall majority. Upon assuming her seat in Congress she worke«| 
tirelessly for the high dam and we feel that had she been on the 
Reclamation Committee an authorization by that committee would 
have been passed. She was reelected in 1952 by a much larger ma- 
jority than in 1950, again making the Hells Canyon high dam a major 
plank in her platform. 

Some time later the Federal Power Commission held field hearings 


in regard to the construction application filed by the Idaho Power 


Co. Again the association was well represented by witnesses who 
testified at the hearing, paying all of their expenses. One of 
Idaho Power Co. witnesses testified that his town could not exist 
without Idaho Power Co. as they contributed to all the service clubs, 
civic organizations, furnished a large share of the advertising revenue 
of the local paper, and were a mainstay of the local businessmen. 
In fact, he made it quite clear why Idaho Power is able to control 
the press and chambers of commerce throughout their service area. 

The Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association decided that it was 
necessary to broaden the base of its yet rnp and it changed its 
name to the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Association 
and issued a call to organize the National Hells Canyon Association. 
The national was organized in Portland, Oreg., and immediatel) 
began operating on a scale impossible for the Idaho-Oregon-Wash 
ington Association, although the older organization remained in ope! 
ation. It is the National Hells Canyon Association which has cai 
ried the lead in the year of hearings which are still going on be mee 
the Federal Power Commission. It has taken many thousands ¢ 
dollars to present our side in these hearings. It would have _ 
impossible to carry on without the many contributions which have 
come in from nearly every State in the Union from grassroots people 
and organizations interested in full development of our natural 
resources. 

The Hells Canyon fight has not been fought out on the basis of engi- 
neering and economic facts as it should have been. It has been forced 
into the realm of partisan politics by the Idaho Power Co. and its 
satellite, the State chamber of commerce. They are fighting to 
maintain their political and economic domination of the State, which 
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ould be threatened if a high Hells Canyon Dam were built with 
eap power, avail: able for new industry, increased payrolls, and eco- 
omic conditions which would encourage population growth. 
[he proponents wish to compliment the local chamber of commerce 
ind those in the area who have had the courage to withstand the enor- 
ious pressure which must have been brought to bear on them, in 
aintaining their neutral stand on this very controversial issue. 
We thank this committee for the consideration they have shown our 
tnesses and for the op yportunity of being heard here today. We 
ope the committee will look with charity on our poor efforts to pre 
ent our side of the case, for we are simple folk, unfamiliar with 
the art of public speaking. ‘Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF FIELDEN L. POIRIER, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


[ was born at Rathdrum, Idaho, July 17, 1894. My father home- 
teaded lands in northern Idaho in 1883. I have been a resident of 
Idaho since my birth and have resided here continuously, with the 

‘eption of 2 years in the services of the United States during World 
War I. 

| operated a general merchandise store at Blanchard, Idaho, from 
1912 to 1954. Ihave been postmaster at Blanchard, Idaho, since 1921. 
| own and operate a stock ranch and tree farm near Blanchard, Idaho, 

ich was started in 1920. At the present time my holdings consist 
f about 8,000 acres of land in this operation. Five hundred acres 
if this is in cultivation, and the rest of the lands in pasture and tree- 
farm operations. 1 have been paying real property taxes in Idaho 
since 1912. 

I! am now and always have been a private-enterprise man. My 

elief is very strong in favor of this system. I have witnessed private 

nterprise develop northern Idaho from a frontier wilderness to a 
very prosperous and wealthy part of the State of Idaho. This has 
been accomplished by individuals with a vision and foresight, and 

| opportunity to develop their individual ideas. Free enterprse, 
ia h has made this State and the United States the greatest nation 
on earth in which to live. 

yee n individuals cannot or do not develop our natural resources 
lor the benefit of the greatest number of people in a community, then 

d only then should we ask the Government to perform this service 
for us 

= Bonner C ounty we have a very good example of private-enter- 
rise development and Government deve lopment. Albeni Falls Dam, 
being now built by the Government, was started in 1950. It now has 


one generator producing electric ity. No taxes have been paid on this 


property to our county, and there never will be taxes paid on the dam 
valuation. The Cabinet Gorge Dam, built with private ¢ apital—this 


dam was started in _ and has been generating electricity at full 
capacity for over 1 yea The Bonner County records show that this 


ompany paid over $400,000 in taxes to Bonner C ounty for the year 
1954. This represents about a third of the total taxes. collected in 
Conner County. Had both of these projects been constructed with 

blic moneys, the farmers and businessmen of the county would have 
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their taxes raised over 30 percent. Competition has long ago esta\ 
lished prices on electricity to the consumer, and this is good. Com 
petition is something that makes for efficiency; therefore, consumer 
prices are not factors in this issue. 

Private capital has requested an opportunity to develop the S: 
River water resources. So long as they are willing and able, | 
development should be carried on with private capital and for 1 
benefit of our great State and Nation. 


STATEMENT OF COL. HARRY L. COLE, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
(RETIRED) 


My remarks will indicate a definite opposition to the Snake Ri 
basis generally and the Hells Canyon in particular by the Fede: 
Government. 

Construction by the Federal Government is costly, it is wasteful, 
and operation by the Government is inefficient. Time will not permit 
supporting that statement with statistics, but such data is abundant 
7 available. 

Capitalization for Government construction must of necessity be 
taxation, the tapping of funds in your pocketbook and mine, and w! 
those dollars go from your pocket to the United States Treasury 
never again return with their original value. 

In the matter of taxes paid in support of Government, it is tru 
that certain public-utility districts, and even TV.A, make small pa 
ments in lieu of taxes, but such payments do not begin to favor: bh 
compare with the taxes paid by similar private enterprises. Again 
time will not permit of the presentation of supporting data which is 
abundant and available. 

Government in big business means bigger Government, a more 
highly organized and larger bureaucracy, more and more socializa- 
tion. As we have more socialization, the importance of the indi 
vidual becomes less, and thus we lose one of the important corne: 
stones of our Republic. From socialization to communism it is hardly 
a step. 

A part of my philosophy—and I believe it is the philosophy of 
every strong-minded individual—is that we, you and I, can spend 
our own money for our own account in our own way for what we 
want far better than the Federal Government can spend it for us. 
Let’s let private enterprise do the job, and if you want will repay) 
your capital, paying for its use, but the taxes you will pay will not 
be pemee and each year you will but send more good money afte! 
bad. Let’s keep this thing on a business basis, regulated carefully by 
our Government, and thus help preserve individual initiative, enter 
prise, and action. Let’s put Hells Canyon and similar projects in the 
hands of business and keep it out of the hands and thus help mai 
tain this as the greatest and best republic on earth. 

The above opmions and conclusions are based on years of carefu 
observation, extensive study, and on several years of service in the 
Government. Thank you so much for the opportunity to appear 
before you. 
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STATEMENT OF EUGENE TAYLOR, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


When we start considering development, there are many things to 
nsider. 
One of the first things to determine is: Is the proposition being 
isidered really development for our State since we are interested 
st in our own State, we have to give this a lot of consideration. 
cause the well-being of all the people in the southern part of our 
vreat State is dependent upon their unrestricted use of the Snake 
River and its tributaries. Any unnecessary jeopardy which may be 
rced upon these people, also places us in the same position, because 
: well-being of any State is strictly dependent on the strength and 
ell-being of all areas of that State. 
Any Federal development is not State but Federal and diverts con 
ol from State to Federal Government which is contrary to the best 
terests of the people of our State. 
In Government control of resources there is only one reasonable 
nclusion that State and State rights will be very secondary to area 
river development. 
Under private enterprise we have many examples in the State, of 


e benefits derived from various forms of development. All counties 
the State of Idaho derive much of their revenue from various util- 
es, Some, almost half, of their taxable value is in the form of 
ilities. 


[In Bonner County in north Idaho we have 2 dams, 1 Federal con- 

truction, 1 private construction. Asa result of the Federal construc- 
tion the assessed valuation of that county dropped appreciably. Then 
is a result of private construction the assessed valuation increased 
$6.500.000. 

The revenue derived from this increase in assessed valuation is used 
for the benefit of all the people in the country as well as the State. It 
supports schools, roads, and other local taxing units. There are some 

uunties in the State, that were it not for their utilities they would not 
be able to carry on progressive programs in education and other local 
overnment benefits. 

I think one of the most alarming conditions that can arise, is the 
F fact that Federal construction means Federal control. Federal con- 
trol is socialism. Socialism definitely limits the possibilities of people 
0 enjoy the reward of their labors, which will automatically retard 
progress. 

It appears to me that when we consider relinquishing individual 
nights for a few benefits that. may seem possible at a given time, we 

e placing a price of liberty and on liberty there is no price. 


STATEMENT OF GUY L. GEAUDREAU, BLANCHARD, IDAHO 


To whom it may concern: Having resided in Idaho 38 years, saw- 
illing, farming, and stock raising in Bonner County, and bei Ing a 
tuxpayer, 1 am opposed to the Hells Canyon high dam on the basis 
of the comparison of the Government, Albeni Falls, and the private, 
ibinet Gorge, Dams in Bonner County. Both of which cost about 
he same to construct. 

The Government dam, with reservoir of 125 miles of lakeshore 
nd 30 miles of river, has taken off over $200,000 in county valua- 
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tion. Of this amount the Government has not and may never reim 
burse the county. On the other hand, the private dam, with its reser 
voir in Montana, pays a tax to both Montana and Idaho. Bonner 
Gaines alone collected $413,640.20 in taxes in 1954 from the privately 
owned Cabinet Gorge Dam. By comparison, it appears that the 
tax situation is in opposition to government dams, unless vitally 
necessary. 

Infringement by the Federal Government on State rights should 
be tolerated only when the good overbalances the bad. The harm 
done the agricultural industries and conservation certainly will not 
make up the difference. Private companies are willing to put in 
dams as time and necessity demand. There are ample damsites 
which private companies will and can develop in this great North 
west if the Federal Government and politicians do not usurp their 
right to do so. 

The future of our great country should be handled with foresight, 
so that our children and our children’s children may live free and 
not be so tax burdened they become political slaves. 

Therefore may men become statesmen, work for the good of all, 
and keep our Government out of the power business, except where 
vitally necessary, or when it is impossible or impractical for private 
enterprise to operate. 


STATMENT OF E. R. TYLER, OWNER, ASOTIN TELEPHONE CO., 
ASOTIN, IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman, honored guests, ladies, and gentlemen, I am very 
happy to have this opportunity to read to you my thoughts on this 
most controversial of proposed damsites of this area. 

First and most important to me is: Why should we of this area 
be — the development of the Hells Canyon reach of Snake 
River by the Federal Government when industry has stated their 
willingness and readiness to start construction now; and, secondly, 
how in the world can we justify the Federal Government coming right 
out into competitive business of any kind? 

I, for one, cannot be against the principle of a thing and be for 
the project. 

Hells Canyon Dam, as originally proposed by the Army engineers, 
violates the basic principles of democracy and good government. 
Hells Canyon Dam could never be anything more than primarily 
a power dam, and any other benefits which might accrue could con 
ceivably accrue with the construction of any dams built in the Hells 
Canyon reach of the river by anybody. I maintain a government 
position with regard to dams which are primarily power-producing 
units, should be from a regulatory standpoint, and assisting with the 
lesser benefits accruing. 

I cannot justify placing the Government in direct competition with 
tax-paying private industry. It just is not fair competition and 
against basic principles of democracy and good government. 

It rather looks to me as though a few ambitious politicians at the 
Federal level are trying to revive a “dead duck” that was turned down 
as economically feasible at $400 million and now they would try and 
revive it at a $500 milion figure 2 or 3 years later. Two Democratic- 
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controlled Congresses rejected it and I hope this time it will also be 
rejected and the Congress and the Federal Power Commission give a 
ereen light to the development that is already underway by private 
ndustry. 

Just think of the tax revenues that will accrue to the States, coun- 
ties, cities, and citizens of this area from the dams themselves and 
the distribution lines of the power companies should construction be 
by taxable industry. The States, counties, cities, and citizens would 
have access to tax revenues from private industry from now on and 
private industry would not be asking the taxpayers for money to 
build the dams. 

You cannot take any one of the dam sites in Hells Canyon off the 
tax rolls without increasing the taxload on the balance of the tax- 
payers. That is a basic economic fact. I believe that we who live 
n this area are a fortunate people with a great future for industrial 
development and we should now work for and insist that this great 

iver be developed by as much taxable industry as is possible. 

Private power companies now are furnishing just a lot of those 
so-called Government dollars that the few ambitious politicians are 
} roposing to use in direct competition with the private power com- 
panies. Is that good government / 
~ Now this “dead duck” which I have referred to seems to me to be 
just a political myth and the only tangible results which might come 
out of these few grassroots hearings is possibly only a little further 
delay In any const ructive decision which could be forthcoming from 
our Federal Power Commission. 

Personal initiative, private industry, Government in its proper 
perspective, politicians as public servants (and not managers of indus- 
try) have been basically the moral fiber that has developed this great 
free Nation and don’t let any “run of the river” engineer or the loose- 
talking street corner socialist try to convince you of anything short 
of that; also, I feel it is high time, we as citizens and politicians, pause 
n our quest for new greater projects to come and rule out the “utopian- 

‘t socialistic trend” of putting Government into business and instead 
correct the governmental tax inequities as they now exist. 

I say this to the American farmer and this goes for all of us, it just 
depends on whose ox is being gored, how vigorously we fight a battle, 
but Iam certain you farmers would not vote for, or tolerate long, say, 
the Government going into the business of producing and selling 
wheat and cattle. 

To business, and particularly to power companies, accept this chal 
lenge by Government and continue to pursue your applications from 
the Federal Power Commission to construct new dams. I feel that 
the political persecution you have been subjected to for the past sev 
eral years, is subsiding somewhat and with more sound basic thinking 
by all of us, we will eliminate the unfairness of it as it now exists. _ 

To organized labor, I say this: You may legally negotiate labor's 
wages and working conditions with big industry and continue to enjoy 
those privileges as long as Government remains—as it is today—only 
a legal arbitrator and negotiator between business and labor. Govern 
ment In business could conceivably make tax slaves of. labor as I can 
remember plainly what Franklin D. Roosevelt once said, “You can- 
not strike against the Federal Government.” 


2506—_55— i1 
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PETITION 


Subject: The hearing on proposed high Federal dam in Hells Canyon, 
Lewiston, Idaho, April 4, 1955 


Now be it known that we the undersigned citizens of Idaho, residing at Grangs 
ville, Idaho, do oppose the authorization of a Federal dam in the Snake Rive 
at Hells Canyon for the following reasons: 

Whereas the Northwest, which includes Idaho, is faced with an increasing need 
for additional power to meet its expanding economy, and private industry is 
willing and able to meet these demands provided they be given the opportunity 
and 

Whereas, the power that could be developed at Hells Canyon and the Snak: 
River is one of Idaho’s great natural resources and should be developed so a: 
to be of the greatest benefit to the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas only if private industry builds these powerplants will they be added 
to the tax structure of the State, thus adding to the taxable wealth of the Stat 
for further expansion; and 

Whereas the amount of water that will be available for power purposes at this 
location is a much discussed and of a highly controversial nature; that it does 
not seems advisable to build a high dam in Hells Canyon to store water that 
may not be available; and 

Whereas Congress has authorized many dams in the West that have not been 
built for the lack of money and have had no appropriation, it would be folly to 
authorize the building of a Federal dam in Hells Canyon and then have con 
struction delayed from 10 to 30 years for the lack of an appropriation, when the 
area needs the power now. 

Therefore, we, the undersigned, do oppose the authorization of a Federal dan 
in Hells Canyon, and the withdrawing of this valuable resource site of Idaho 
from development. 

[58 signatures ] 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. BUTLER, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the committee; my 
name is Edward C. Butler. I have been practicing law in Lewiston, 
Idaho, since 1920. During my practice I assisted the Lewiston Grain 
Growers in organizing a Farm Marketing Cooperative Association. 
I also assisted in organizing the Clearwater Power Co., an REA asso 
ciation serving this community. In my practice I have been inter 
ested and active in matters affecting our agricultural communities. 
It is my firm belief that rural electric service has been of great benefit 
to the community as a whole and to the individuals living on the farms. 
It has been the only means of raising rural electrification in the United 
States to a position comparable with other civilized countries from a 
position, which I am informed, was the lowest prior to authorization 
of the REA. 

The public preference clause as required from the days of the Theo 
dore Roosevelt administration is, in my opinion, as necessary today 
as it then was. I am opposed to any law or regulation that tends to 
minimize or abandon that legislation. I also believe that the benefits 
derived from that legislation would be lost if private enterprise should 
take the best locations for dams in the Northwest. There is a place 
for rural electrification as a nonprofit organization in serving sparsely 
settled communities. Without public power and the service through 
the REA, these communities might lose the service they are now re- 
ceiving. Extension of REA to communities now served by the private 
power is not desirable. However, private power, by publication of 
half-truths, evasions, inferences, obstruction to progress of REA, and 
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actual piracy of members is encouraging retaliation by rural 
onsumers. 

Much has been said concerning the taxes paid by private power. 
Several years ago, slot machines were legal in Idaho. On election to 
settle the question, the owners of the slot machines made the same con- 
tention, namely, that they were donating money for various needs 
and were paying high taxes in order to operate. Obviously, the pa 
trons paid the operators their donations, taxes, and a large profit. 
The same situation exists with private power and contention is made 

that it pays taxes in huge amounts to various localities in which it 
operates. It must be admitted, however, that they are permitted by 
law to charge an amount to consumers sufficient to pay all its dedue- 
tible expenses, all its taxes, including income taxes and a fair rate on 
its invested capital. Like the slot-machine operators, the private 
utilities don’t pay taxes. As a matter of fact, it collects taxes from 
the consumer and pays it to the Government. As was frequently in 
ferred, the power companies were in priv ate business, however, that 
business is known in law as a public utility and ordinarily private busi- 
ness doesn’t include one that is guaranteed a return on its investment. 

To aggravate the situation, private power companies are generous 
in their donations for political purposes and to promote their best 
interests, strangely, I am informed, the Internal Revenue Departnient 
permits deductions of these expenses as a business expense. So the 
consumers then may find that he has contributed by payment of his 
light bill, to a political position, entirely different than to his own 

views. It is my recollection that in Mr. Truman’s administration an 
effort was made to limit such expenses but the proposal didn’t become 
law. 


STATEMENT OF ELVON HAMPTON, GENESEE, IDAHO 


Mr. Hamrron. Mr. Chairman, members of the Interior Committee, 
Senators and Members of the House: My name is Elvon Hampton, 

. farmer in Genesee. It is a pleasure to appear before you today to 
cules my views on a Federal high dam versus smaller private dams. 

It seems to me the question uppermost in our minds in this problem 
is how much will it cost us to fry our hmburger by Federal power 
or private power? These are my points: 

(a) Private enterprises has operated more efficiently than Federal 
projects ; 

(6) Construction costs have been lower per kilowatt in private 
power projects than Federal projec ts; 

(c) The control of Federal projects is by politices and politicians 

» not thrifty with the people’s money ; 

"(d) We need the tax source from private power ; 

(e) Weneed a gradual growth to make electrical power available as 
needed, not an all-out program. 

(7) Where will the money come from to build a Federal dam ? 

Section 5, S. 1333 states: There are hereby authorized to be appro 
priated out of moneys not ‘otherwise appropriated such sums as may 
be required to carry out the purpose of this act. 

The Federal budget is now unbalanced and we are spending more 
than is taken into the Treasury—yet our Congressman are voting for 
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reduction in taxes, How can Congress conscientiously vote for in 
creased expenditures unlessfor purely political reasons ? 

Summary: I feel private enterprise should provide power where 
they are able and willing to furnish it. We get more for our dolla: 
from private enterprise than from Federal mone y. 


STATEMENT OF MELVIN SNOOK, OROFINO, IDAHO 


Mr. Snook. It is my wish to make a statement—and I have no 
technical knowledge—regarding the building of Hells Canyon Dam. 
I have read and heard many arguments for its construction by Gov- 
ernment, and many against, and no doubt all are sincere. My feeling 
is that already, sufficient technical information has been gathered and 
presented to you. 

[t has long been my belief that if there is a project, important to 
the public interest, which needs doing, and private enterprise is un 
willing or unable to tackle it, then it should be done by Government. 
For instance, electrical needs of our rural population was once ignored 
by private power companies; REA cooperatives were organized and 
have since served a good purpose. On the other hand, if private 
power people are ready to invest their time and money, and are capable, 
then by all means, they should be allowed to do the job. 

A few short years ago the people of this Nation helped to bring 
the most devastating war of all time to a successful conclusion. The 
principle reason for this victory was our ability to produce. Our 
area, the size of our population and our natural resources were small 
and weak as compared to some nations. But the extremely high pro- 
ductive capacity which free, private enterprise had developed through 
the years made it possible for us to produce the necessities of war to an 
overwhelmingly extent, and has made us the most powerful of all 
nations of this time. And the only thing which maintains that power 
is the ability of our manufacturers to get guns, tanks, airplanes, trucks, 
and goods of all kinds off the assembly line at an unprecedented rate. 

Private business has given us a living standard and a national 
strength far beyond our dreams of a few years ago, it has given us 
power and stature among nations. In my opinion, private business 
should construct the dams. 

But, finally, when the good and bad points of private and public 
power have been added up and a conclusion reached, then we had 
better start building power dams, and quickly. 


STATEMENT OF E. W. HELD, HELD’S AUTO ELECTRIC, 
PULLMAN, WASH. 


Mr. Heip. The majority of American people, like myself, believe 
that all business should be owned and operated by private capital. 
Public utilities can be regulated by the Federal Government in such 

cases where necessary. 

In reference to the development of Hell’s Canyon, ple: ise be advised 
that I am in favor of private capital (Idaho Power Co.) constructing 
the dams that they see fit to produce all the power needed at a much 
lower construction cost, which naturally lowers the cost of producing 
power and at no cost to the taxpayers of the Nation. At the present 
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time there is plenty of private capital looking for investments of this 
type 

Billions of kilowatt hours would be produced and used before the 
Federal high dam could be completed, and millions of dollars in taxes 
would be paid in for the use of the Government if Idaho Power were 
viven the “green light” without further delay. 

It is now time that we stop socialistic minded individuals and 
politicians from recommending that we spend our money for Govern 
ment financed dams when private enterprise can do the job faster, 
cheaper, better, and more efficiently. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAUDE B. GOING, PRESIDENT, AND F. T. 
HALVERSON, SECRETARY, DANSKIN DITCH CO. 


Mr. Gornc. The directors and stockholders of the Danskin Ditch 
CA. representing an inrig rated area of approximately 7,000 acres of 
some of the best farming land in Bingham County with a decreed 
water right in Snake River of 10,000 minor inches and a forthcoming 

eht in the Palisades Reservoir, do herewith subject an objection and 
protest to the proposed Hells Canyon bill now before the Congress, 
for the reasons stated below: 

1. It is our belief and thinking that with our vast acreage of un- 
developed farming land still remaining in this Snake River Valley, 
waiting to be developed, that every effort should be made to acquire 
storage facilities as near the head of the Snake River as possible, 
thereby conserving the water for irrigation projects and also controll- 
ne the floodwaters. 

. We feel that to spend such a vast amount of money on the 
Ie ‘ils Canyon at this time would eliminate any Federal aid in any 
further development of the upper Snake River in the near future for 
either power irrigation or flood control. 

We also realize that the irrigation water is most essential to this 
fertile valley of ours and without it the land is useless and we feel 
that the passing of the Hells Canyon bill may endanger on present 
and future water rights and curt: ail further developme nt of a lot of 
fine farming land in ‘this wonderful v alley. 

We believe that by beginning the conservation and storage of 
our waters as near the upper portion of the river as possible that this 
same water can be used continuously for both power and irrigation 
as demands continue to grow. You realize that water never runs up- 
hill or back upstream and that it never wears out, therefore we again 
protest the development of a high Hells Canyon Dam. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. WALLS 


I am a real estate and investment dealer ae ating in Washington 
and Idaho. I believe the Federal high Hells ( Janyon Dam will de- 
velop our resources for the best bene fit of all in this great area 

I have listened to both sides of the controversy many times. I can- 
not see even one valid argument against the high dam. 

I earnestly solicit your efforts in behalf of building the high dam. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. COOK, ST. MARIES, IDAHO 


Mr. Cook. Gentlemen, the question of whether Hells Canyon should 
be developed by public or private power has been argued ‘before the 
Federal Power Commission with much testimony presented by people 
who are competent to discuss the advantages of high or low dams. It 
is my firm contention that here in the Pac “ific Northwest our first con 
cern should be the immediate start of construction on new dams. In 
the interest of getting power into the area in time to meet the antici 
pated shortage, I think we should leave it to the FPC to make a 
decision and then go ahead and build the dam or dams that they 
recommend. 


STATEMENT OF CYRIL T. NAU, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO 


Mr. Nav. I am not in favor of a Federal high dam at Hells Can 
yon. While everyone agrees that dams should be built on the Snake 
River to alleviate a grave power shortage that is sure to come, endless 
bickering has gone on as to who should build the dams. 

While the high-dam backers are pushing for an authorization to 
build Hells Canyon, there is as yet no action to authorize funds for 
construction. Idaho Power Co. has an application before the Federal! 
Power Commission to build three low dams on which construction 
could be started at once. 

It seems to me that at least some of the low dams could be producing 
much needed power while Congress was still debating the issue of 
whether or not to appropriate any funds for a Feder al: project. 

I believe that a very important thing for the people of Idaho to 
consider, as taxpayers, is the amount of revenue that the State will 
derive in taxes from a private utility as opposed to the ceases the 
State would receive in lieu of taxes from a Federal project 


STATEMENT OF OWEN SHIVELY, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Suivety. I am opposed to the high Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam, primarily because it is government in business (socialism ). 
Secondly, with high taxes and "Feder ‘al deficits, it is impractical to 
authorize a Federal project when private taxpaying enterprise stands 
ready and able to start construction and have power production on 
schedule to serve the area’s needs. 


STATEMENT OF RAY KELLOGG, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO 


Mr. Kextxoee. Private development of Hells Canyon would serve 
the people of Idaho better to the extent that taxes would come in for 
the State. Federal construction would be using tax money that could 
much better be used for other purposes. 

I think that the Government cm too much control over industry 
and farms, which is a tendency toward socialism. 

I have seen public power operate and have talked to many people 
who regretted that public power was allowed to gain control in an 
area, with seemingly no way to return to private operation. 

For these reasons I think a Federal Hells Canyon Dam should not 
go in. 
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STATEMENT OF WRIGHT SMITH, PIERCE, IDAHO 


Mr. Smirxa. Mr. Chairman, my name is Wright Smith and I live 
at Pierce, Idaho. Iam forthe high dam in Hells Canyon. 


STATEMENT OF R. B. MERRY, WEIPPE, IDAHO 


Mr. Merry. Mr. Chairman, my name is R. B. Merry. I live at 
Weippe, Idaho, and work as night foreman in a sawmill for L. Candiff, 
Inc., at Pierce, Idaho. 

[ am in favor of Hells Canyon Dam so that a great natural site 
will not be wasted to the aggrandizement of a few at the cost of the 
whole Northwest. I am sure that there are many sites similar to 
the three that Idaho has in mind and on the Snake River. There 
s only one Hells Canyon site. 


STATEMENT OF KARL DUFFY, PIERCE, IDAHO 


Mr. Kart Durry. Mr. Chairman, my name is Karl Duffy, I live in 
Pierce, Idaho, and am a saw filer by trade. I am in favor of the high 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

(The following telegrams were filed at the hearing :) 

To realize maximum farm power output from present and future downriver 
dams, also for flood control and navigation, it is absolutely necessary to build 
high Hells Canyon Dam. The high Hells Canyon Dam is the key to the economic 
and industrial development of the great Northwest. 

Howarp BP. ENGLe. 

The board of directors of the Coeur d’Alene Chamber of Commerce realizes the 
urgent need for additional power in the Pacific Northwest; urges more work and 
cooperation and less talk from all parties concerned so that the building of a dam 
on the Snake River by either private or Federal funds can get underway at the 
earliest possible date. 

Kyte M. WALKER, Secretary. 

Let private industry build all the dams. They will. Idaho needs the taxes. 

GEORGE WENINGER., 


Senator Murray. That concludes the hearing. 
Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 5:20 p. m.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF 
rie COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
Pasco. Wash. 


Phe subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9 a. m. at the high 
school auditorium, Paseo, Wash., Senator James E. Murray, chan 
man of the committee, presiding. 

Present: Senator Murray, of Montana; Senator Neuberger, of Ore 
von: Senator Morse, of Oregon; Senator Dworshak, of Idaho. 

Also present: Representative Gracie Pfost, of Idaho, and Repre 
sentative Sisk, of California. 

\lso present: Richard L. Callaghan, chief clerk of the committee: 
Ma. As, Mapes, committee counsel: Goodrich Lineweaver, committee 
staff member; Elmer K. Nelson, consulting engineer; and George 
Abbott. counsel for the House Committee on Interior and Insular 
gees 

ator Murray. The hearing will come to order, please. It is a 
distinct pleasure to be in the great city of Pasco, which I have known 
for many years, and I am very happy to see how it has grown. It 
is a very fine city. We are here to open the hearings on Senate bill 
1333, to authorize Federal construction of another great multi- 
purpose dam and powerplant in the Pacific Northwest. These hear- 
ngs were requested by proponents of the Hells Canyon bill to be 
held at Lewiston, Idaho, and Portland, Oreg., and subsequently we 
took in the other cities of Boise and Pasco. I assure you that before 
the committee completes consideration of S. 1333 full opportunity 
will be given all parties to be heard either in the field or in Wash- 
ington. The Hells Canyon bill is sponsored in the United States 
Senate by 30 Senators from all sections of the country. Two out- 
standing Republicans joined with us in proposing that Congress 
continue the march of progress and conserve for use and develop- 
ment the water resources of the Pacific Northwest for public power 
to aid industry and irrigation. These hearings are intended to give 
the people of the grassroots of this area an opportunity to express 
their views on Hells Canyon and make it possible for Congress to 
protect the rights of the people to have their own resources developed 
in a manner which will be for the best interests and welfare of all 
the pe ople. 

I would like to point out that I have requested the cosponsors of 
the Hells Canyon bill to join with me in asking that the Federal 
Power Commission suspend any further action on the application of 
the Idaho Power Co. to build three low dams in the Hells Canyon 
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area until the Congress has had an opportunity to act on the pending 
legislation. This committee has a clear duty to evaluate the economi: 
technical, and engineering material on the proposed Hells Canyo: 
project in order to achieve a decision with respect to the feasibility, the 
adequacy of water supplies, and other factors. To accomplish these 
purposes and at the same time to eliminate costly duplication of testi 
mony by expert witnesses covered in all possible respects of the matter, 
the committee will include by reference in the record of these hearings, 
the entire range of the transcript and other material gathered during 
the course of the Federal Power Commission proceedings in connec 
tion with the application for power project licenses in the Hells Cai 
yon area by the Idaho Power Co. We will also include the proceed 
ings in the 82d Congress before the House Committee on Interion 
Affairs, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, on bill H. 
5743 to authorize the Hells Canyon project. 

I am sure that this procedure will contribute to orderly and expe 
ditious handling of this legislation and will meet with general ap 
proval. The major purpose, as I have already said, of the present 
hearings is to determine the interest and views of the people of the 
Pacific Northwest in the Hells Canyon project. 

With that outline of the problem before us, I take pleasure in pre 
senting to you my colleagues from the Senate and from the House who 
are here to participate in this meeting. I have for introduction in the 
record several statements. One is from Chamber of Commerce of 
Kennewick, which is to be printed in the record and another one from 
the Chamber of Commerce of Pasco which I also wish to have printed 
in the record. 

We had hoped to have the pleasure of having your two able United 
States Senators, Warren G. Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson, with 
us today for these hearings. Pressure of official business on other 
important committees prevented them from joining us. We regret 
that they could not attend, but I desire to let the people of their State 
know what a fine job they are doing in the Senate for the State of 
Washington, the Pacific Northwest, and the country. 

There are no more able, hard-working Members of the Congress 
than Warren Magnuson and Henry Jackson. They know their “jobs 
and they do their duty. It isa pleasure for me to tell their home folks 
of the high regard in which they are held by their colleagues. 

Senator Magnuson asked me to have read into the record a state 
ment he gave me before I left Washington. I am glad to do that and 
I commend his views to the attention of the committee, the Congress, 
and the people of Washington. His statement will appear in today’s 
proceedings. 

The Senators present with us this morning are Senator Morse of 
Oregon, Senator Neuberger of Oregon, Senator Dworshak of Idaho, 
Congresswomon Pfost of Idaho, and Congressman Sisk of California. 
Senator Neuberger will take over as ac ting chairman of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs this morning and conduct the meeting 
here and in Portland. I now present Senator Neuberger, who will 
handle the hearing from this point. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Before 
the formal presentation starts by witnesses, I have been asked to read 
this telegram for the record from the two distinguished Senators from 





iii a aie ares se Hs 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 159 


e State of Washington, in which this particular hearing is being 
eld. The telegram is as follows: 
Whereupon the following telegram was read by Senator 
Neuberger. ) 


We welcome you and members of the committee to the State of Washington 
id on behalf our citizens express sincere appreciation for opportunity you are 
giving them to present views on Hells Canyon proposal. Are certain you will 
tind keen awareness of what full and comprehensive development water resources 
ean to economy of Northwest along with militant conviction that partial, single- 
rpose development Hells Canyon site would represent waste that cannot be 
jlerated. Industrial, business, home, and farm users of electricity in Washing 
State have vital interest in Hells Canyon site because it is a key project 
basin-wide development plan and if constructed by Federal Government its 
y-cost kilowatts will become part of power pool spreading benefits to all 
Northwest States. We are honored by the visit of the chairman and the com 
ttee to our State. 
WARREN G. MaGnuson, United States Senate 
HENRY M. Jacxson, United States Senate 


Senator NeuperGcer. As I understand, Mr. Chairman, the procedure 
e will follow today is that there will be 3 proponents of the Hells 
(anyon bill and then 3 opponents and we will continue in that order. 

Senator Murray: We have followed that procedure in the other 
earings. The request was made by Senators on both sides. Republi 
ins and Democrats alike agreed upon this procedure and I think it is 
very satisfactory way of presenting it. 

(The documents referred to by Senator Murray in his opening state- 
ent are as follows:) 


Deak SENATOR Murray: The Kennewick Chamber of Commerce wishes to 
express our sincere appreciation to your committee for holding hearings on 
Senate bill 1333 by the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation in the tri 

ty area. Due to the rapid growth of this area during the past several years, 
and its potential for equally rapid growth in the future due to its strategic 
ocation as a distribution center, increased agricultural productivity as well 
is the fact that it is ideally situated with respect to rail, water, and air trans 
portation, we are keenly aware of the need for increased electrical power locally 
and for the region. 

Due to the controversial features of the proposed development of the Hells 
Canyon reach of the Snake River by private interests and the Federal Govern 
ment, our organization cannot endorse or oppose the passage of Senate bill 1333 
However we do feel very strongly and in accord that the issues should be quickly 
resolved so that the comprehensive development of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers can go forward. 

The Kennewick Chamber of Commerce is extremely interested in the earliest 
construction of both the John Day and Lower Snake River Dams and realizes 
that the resolution of problems concerning the development of storage on the 
Snake River will have an important bearing on the scheduling of construction 
on the Lower Snake and John Day projects. 

We, therefore, wish to compliment your committee on so promptly holding 
hearings on this bill to bring an early decision as to the method of developing 
the Hells Canyon section of the Snake River. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNEWICK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
CLINT SILLIMAN, President. 


DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the Pasco Chamber of Commerce, we welcome 
you and your associates to Pasco. We hope your stay is a pleasant one. 

The Pasco Chamber of Commerce is quite interested in the hearings being 
held by the Senate Subcommittee on Legislation to authorize the Hells Canyon 
project. We are vitally interested in a program which will provide an ade- 
— power supply for this area, particularly through maximum water-resource 
development. 
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A prerequisite to much of the industrial development in our area is the deve 
opment of additional power-generation facilities. To allow industry to grow 
with area needs, it is of utmost importance a program be followed which will] 
provide power at an early date. 

Members of the Pasco Chamber will be represented at your hearings. We are 
interested in seeing that the decisions made will be those which are in the best 
interests of both the people and the Government. 

Yours very truly, 
Gray M. Currron, President 


STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Magnuson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committe: 
I have supported Federal development of the Hells Canyon reach of 
the Snake River from the time it first was made an important element 
of the comprehensive plan for development of the Columbia Basin. 

The people of the Pacific Northwest—the people of the State of 
Washington—are keenly aware of the fundamental issue underlying 
the Hells Canyon case. They are aware that it involves a test be 
tween a long-established policy of maximum development of the rivers 
of the Nation and one which would provide instead for partial, 
wasteful, and restricted development. 

This issue must be fought out again and again. The Columbia 
River spills itself like a prodigs al giant from its headwaters to the 
Pacific. With its tributaries it carries one of the richest prizes that 
can be sought—over 30 million kilowatts of electric energy. 

To those of us who fight the cause of full comprehensive deve lop 
ment this is a challenge—a challenge to be met by putting this giant 
to work for the welfare of everyone. 

To our adversaries the falling waters of the Columbia River mean 
merely profits, even at the expense of wasting part of our resources. 
They see the river narrowly and chiefly in terms of corporate self 
interest. 

To adopt this latter philosophy, as a policy to be underwritten by 
the Congress of the United States, is to threaten both the present and 
future economic growth of the Pacific Northwest—or of any other 
river basin where there is unharnessed power to be developed. 

To the extent that the Nation fails to provide for energy in the 
highest volume and at the lowest cost and with the widest possible 
range of distribution, we fail to exercise the responsibilities which 
we owe to ourselves and to future generations. To the extent that we 
permit waste of a resource we undermine the very foundations of our 
society. This is true because every civilization in history has found 
that land and water. their use and conservation, determines its material 
welfare and even how long it will endure. 

The greater part, by far, of activities in the development and use 
of energy resources is and must remain in the hands of private enter 
prise. But there are fields and situations that are far beyond the 
authority, the willingness, and the competence of private enterprise 
to assume alone. Fundamental conservation and development poli- 
cies are impregni ated with Federal responsibility. The Congress of 
the United States has recognized this fact and has est: ablished and 
carried forward fundamental policies and programs in this field since 
the beginning of the present century. 
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In the category of Federal responsibility is the planning, pro 
eraming, construction and operation of multiple purpose river de 

velopment works—designed and inaugurated to produce hydroelectric 
power and other benefits such as irrigation, flood control and naviga 
tion. With such Ay lie projects has come the development of inte 
erated operation of a series of dams by means of the regulation of 
stored water and a slnailaety integrated operation of powerplants 
n order to provide the fullest use and greatest dissemination of energy 
over a backbone interconnecting transmission system. 

Hells Canyon Dam is a proposal which fits in all respects into this 
onception of multiple purpose development. It will be fully inter 
connected with the Federal Columbia River power system. 

Its 3.880.000 acre-feet of storage will be altern: itely held back and 
released. The 1 1,100,000 prime kilowatts of electric power it will pro- 
dean at site and downstream, will be fed into the backbone transmis 
sion system of the Bonneville Power Administration. ‘Those kilowatts 

ll become a part of the pool of energy available to meet the rapidly 

creasing load requirements of both the upstream and downstream 

reas of the Columbia drainage basin. 

The proposal for private development at Hells Canyon violates 
these principles. The proposal, therefore, is contrary to the public 
nterest, 

Partial, uncoordinated and pure ly loeal de ‘ve lopment of a resource 

e that of Hells Canyon has no excuse for being, no matter by what 
iwency it is proposed. For the Snake River pours its stre neth and 

romise through this massive, sombre canyon for the use of the region 
ind the Nation. To view the situation otherwise and to decide this 
question on the shifting sands of expediency and appeasement of pov 
erful and vocal special interest groups is to betray the people whose 
resource this is and must always be. 

Mr. Chairman, a small, privately owned electric utility, the Idaho 
Power Co.—inecorporated in Maine—has fought bitterly to prevent 

iximum deve lopment at Hells Canyon. Its tactics have been those 

»f delay and confusion, during previous administrations. Since 1952 
ts tacties have included aggressive use of the present administration 
ill aimed at seizing the site for its own restricted use. To date it 
as not aieeemae It will not succeed. 

[ repeat the issue here is full and multipurpose development, 
versus single-purpose underdevelopment. 

This absentee-controlled corporation, since 1916, has held a small 
ind unsed power plant at Oxbow, upstream from the Federal Hells 
Canyon site. From 1916 until 1947 it had its chance to do something 
about developing power there. It had 31 years to plan and perform 
before the Federal Government completed its epoch-making river 
study of the Columbia and its tributaries. ‘The company did nothing. 

From 1947 to 1952, the Idaho Power Co. used this decayed plant 

it Oxbow as a lever to delay the Federal plans to harness Snake River 
it Hells Canyon. It was not until November 1950, that it applied 

» the Federal Power Commission for a license to construct a small 
run of river dam at the site, of about one-tenth the power capacity 
of the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed multiple-purpo:s shorage 
project. 

It was not until May 1953, after Secretary of Interior McKay had 
withdrawn his Department’ s formal opposition to the construction 
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of Oxbow Dam, that the Idaho Power Co. made application to t! 
FPC for two additional installations. The three private plants c« 
lectively would produce less than two-thirds of high Hells Canyo 
output—and at a much higher cost—and to be used primarily in t! 
company’s own service area. 

Thus, we see a private company, controlled by eastern finance hous: 
and insurance companies which muffed its own opportunity of 31 long 
years to do something for the region when there was no competing 
plan at Hells Canyon. We see a private company which proposed 
a small dam to compete with the proposed Federal project to work 
further delay of 5 years. It is 1955. Thirty-nine years of alternate 
inaction and obstruction are more than sufficient. The Idaho Powe: 
Co. has its own quota. Its time has run out, and the patience of tly 
Northwest and the Nation with it. 

The pattern of the fight for Hells Canyon is so similar to the great 
struggle for the Grand Coulee project that it bears out with startling 
truth what I stated earlier, name ly, that comprehensive river develop 
ment is an issue that must be fought over and over again. 

The people won at Grand Coulee. No man in his right mind wh 
lives in the State of Washington, be he Democrat or Republican, 
would now question the teremndous worth of this mighty and 
what it has done for the economy of the region and the Nation; i 
peace and in war. 

The people are winning at Hells Canyon. This is my deep con 
viction. When the great dam stands astride the Snake River and 
the transmission lines are humming from McNary to eastern Idaho 
with the power created from its eight generators, the wisdom of the 
choice we will have made will sink deeply into the consciousness of 
everyone. But remember this: We can make this choice but once 
There is no turning back once the die is cast. 

Mr. Chairman, the interest of the people of Washington in Hells 
Canyon is based on two facts of life which hang over our heads like 
the sword of Damocles. They are most clearly illustrated by two 
major disasters which have struck us in the space of 7 short years 
and can strike us again. 

In 1948 the Columbia River produced a flood of proportions ex- 
ceeded only once since river measurements have been taken. The 
swollen waters, almost without warning burst through protecting 
embankments at the town of Vanport and inundated it in a wall of 
angry water. Fifty people were drowned. Damage to property ex 
ceeded $100 million. 

Now let us turn to 1952. The spring runoff had gone down the 
river to the sea, unchecked. During the fall and early winter of that 
year, the lower Columbia experienced a tremendous drought. River 
flow dropped to a relative trickle. Power production fell. It was 
necessary to impose a power brownout over the entire area. The 
Bonneville Power Administration curtailed deliveries of interr uptible 
power to the electro-process industries and other customers. Firm 
power deliveries were cut 10 percent. Aluminum pot lines were shut 
down. Hundreds of workers were laid off. Privately owned elec 
tric utilities were forced to use old standby steam plants to provide 
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high cost energy to their customers. The loss to aluminum alone é 
was over $5 million. 4 
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Here are two illustrations of economic damage to a region which 
comes from inadequate control of a river system. At one extreme, 
_— At the other, drought. And, as long as this situation exists, 

. Northwest must look nervously each spring to the melting snow- 
pac le in the headwaters, and hopefully each fall to the skies for rain. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not the slightest necessity for this shadow 

hang ominously over my region. The Columbia carries to the 
Pacific Ocean a tremendous volume of water, exceeded in the United 
States only by the Mississippi River system. 

The problem is to equalize the alternate cycles of high and low 
water—and, furthermore, to use very drop of that water, over and 
over, as it flows to the ocean. How can this be done? 

It can be done by upstream storage reservoirs on the tributaries of 
he Columbia. These reservoirs will catch and hold the spring runoff 
and will release these impounded waters in the fall and early winter 
vhen precipitation is negligible. Thus the flow of the river system will 
he conserved, will be controlled, equalized through the year and put 
nto productive use. 

That is why the upstream storage at Hells Canyon is so important. 
[ts 3,880,000 acre-feet of impounding capacity will be a long step 
toward conservation and control. That storage will aid in reducing 
flood damage, by controlling Snake River from its source to the mouth 
of the Salmon. That same water will be released later in the year to 
turn the wheels of our run of river powerplants downstream, thereby 
firming up the power produc tion. We must have that storage to aid 
in maintaining an equalized channel from the ocean to Lewiston, 
Idaho, and above. By so doing we will provide an added two-way 
avenue of transportation of goods and commodities of all descriptions 
through the Inland Empire. 

Mr. Chairman, Hells Canyon is one of the very important projects 
in the main control plan for the Columbia River system developed by 
the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation in 1948. 
Years and years of study preceded the formulation of that plan. As 
a Whole it is engineeringly and economically sound. 

I have said before that this comprehensive plan calls for 27 mil- 
lion acre-feet of upstream storage. Hells Canyon will provide 3.8 
million of that amount. In addition it will produce at site and down- 
stream, 1,100,000 kilowatts of electric energy. 

We're not asking the taxpayers of the U ited States for a hi undout. 
- rojects like Hells Canyon have added to the strength of the Nation 
by adding strength to the economic foundations of a region. Projects 
like Hells ( Canyon are investments which are entirely self-liquidating 
and which provide low-cost money for low-cost power. Even with 
annual interest charges, Hells Canyon will pay for itself twice over 
during the 50-year amortization period. In the years beyond it will 
continue paying for itself so long as the structure stands. 

Mr. Chairman, I said that the Hells Canyon project will strengthen 
the Nation by strengthening the economic foundations of the Pacific 
Northwest region. It will do this because the kilowatts it generates 
will provide the energy to turn the wheels of new industry. “( ‘omple- 
tion of this project will mean new investment in the region, new jobs, 
uew retail outlets, new purchasing power, greater sales of consumer 

good shipped into the are a from all over the Nation. 
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Kilowatts are just a name unless translated into jobs and invest 
ments. Experts contend that 75,000 kilowatts will provide the base 
for $50 million in industrial expansion. That investment will creat 
jobs for 7,500 industrial workers. 

Now what do 7,500 new jobs mean to an area / 

Recently the Washington, D. C.. Board of Trade provided an an 
swer : 7,500 new jobs mean 15,750 more people employed; 75 more re 
tail outlets: 10,000 more households: and $37,500,000 more in retail 
sales per year. In the case of Hells Canyon we are not talking about 
75.000 kilowatts—we’re talking about more than 1 million kilowatts 

- 14 times the figures I have just cited. 

We're talking about 110,000 new jobs: 1,100 new retail outlets; 
140,000 new households: and $525 million additional in retail sales. 

If anyone wishes to question the validity of these figures, let me 
give him some cold, hard indisputable facts—taken from the story of 
the aluminum industry. 

The aluminum industry in the Northwest was born and nurtured 

v low-cost kilowatts. In 1953 the 3 major producers employed 9,000 
men—with an annual payroll of $40 milhon—with a capital invest 
ment of $200 million. 

The Washington, D. C., Board of Trade would say that these 9,000 
new jobs created 90 more retail outlets—created employment for 18, 
900 more people and boosted retail sales by $45 million. 

Hells Canyon kilowatts are not just a name. They mean jobs; they 
mean Investment: they mean a better and richer life for thousands of 
people; they mean opportunity to establish new private enterprise. 
They mean additional tax income to Federal, local and State govern- 
ments, They mean a stronger America. 

Mr. Chairman, the basic issue in the Hells Canyon fight is whether 
a public resource will be fully developed or whether a part of it will 
be wasted. The fight over Hells Canyon is a fight between those of 
us who believe that a g - at resource owned by the people should be de- 
ve loped fully for the benefit of the people and those who advocate 
partial deve ‘lopment at high cost for the benefit of a few absentee 
stockholders. 

Senator Nrupercer. We will start right in and the first three 
witnesses for the bill, the proponents, are Mr. Dan Odgen, of 
Pullman, Wash., Mr. A. Lars Nelson, master of the Washington 
State Grange, of St. John, Wash., and Mr. Wilford Woods, of the 
Columbia Development League. I believe Mr. Ogden is first. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL M. OGDEN, JR., PULLMAN, WASH. 


Mr. Ocpen. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the Sub 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on In 
terior and Insular Affairs. My name is Daniel M. Ogden, Jr. 1 
reside at 413 Grant Street in Pullman, Wash. I am representing no 
group or agency. I have come, at the invitation of the committee, 
as an especially informed citizen who is interested in the balanced 
and orderly development and conservation of the resources of the 
Nation as a whole and of the Pacific Northwest in particular. I am 
a political scientist; my field is public policy formation. Much of 
my research has been in the polities of conservation in the Pacific 
Northwest and I am the author of a number of articles and papers 
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on the subject. My doctoral dissertation was on the Development 
of Federal Power Policy in the Pacific Northwest. Since 1951 I 
have been a member of the Bonneville Regional Advisory Council. 

I am appearing today because I am concerned about the emphasis 
pon which much of the Hells C anyon debate has centered, the argu 
ment over whether it is more economical to build 3 little dams or 1 high 

dam in Hells Canyon and which will be the more sound engineering 
alae 

In my opinion, to thus direct our attention is to miss the vital issue. 
Che high dam is not merely an isolated alternative to the three-dam 
nlan of the Idaho Powr Co. : it is part of a broad, comprehensive plan 
for the orderly development of all the natural resources of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

More than 25 years ago, men with vision in this region perceived 
that if the Pacific Northwest were to become more than a producer 
of raw materials for the Nation—if it were to have a balanced econ 

my, a fair share of the Nation’s industrial capacity, and a prosperous 
nopulation for generations to come—that orderly conservation prac 

tices combined with orderly resource development Was essential. 
Much work and much thought have gone into making that vision 
real. Sustained yield programs in our forests, improved grazing 
practices on our public iands, the new farmland reservoir program 
o restore the falling water table, the soil conservation program, even 
much of the extension work of our State colleges all have been de 
signed as part of an overall, balanced resource program which will 
ecomplish orderly development and at the same time guarantee a 
steady supply of replaceable resources and protection against waste 
of de plet: able resources, 

Perhaps the most important single part of the comprehensive 
regional conservation program has been the plan for the orderly 
development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. This is not 
u« new or a partisan approach. Demands for development of the 

Columbia go back to the 1870’s. Three widespread movements, to 
prove navigation, to irrigate the Big Bend country, and to bring 
electric power to the farms through pub hie or cooperative distribu 
tion, combined to compel ctieeneneative multiple-purpose develop 
ment of the Columbia. The beginning of comprehensive planning 
dates at least from the Coolidge administration and the first 308 
report by the Corps of Engineers was completed while Herbert 
lfoover was in the White House. The major dams, projected by 
these plans, were started under the Roosevelt and Truman admin 
istrations., 

Balanced use of the waters of the Columbia and its tributaries calls 
ior a broad outlook and a long-range view in which the entire region 


conceived as a unit. In addition to navigation, irrigation, and 
power, our region must use the water of the Columbia for domestic 
nd industrial purposes, fish, and recreation. Power is especially 


crucial for, having virtually no coal, no oil, and no natural gas, and 
veing unwilling to burn our valuable forests for fuel, we have no 
choice if we are to develop a balanced economy, but to turn to our 
river pending the coming of a cheaper atomic substitute which we 
may find here in abundance. 

In order to promote the orderly development of the river, a clear- 
cut pattern of responsibility has been developed; the Federal Gov 
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ernment has undertaken, in cooperation with the States and local goy 

ernments, to develop a sound, overall plan. The Federal Govern 

ment also has undertaken to build the mainstem multiple-purpos: 
dams such as Bonneville, Grand Coulee, and McNary. Ten such dam 
are planned, 7 have been authorized, and 5 are built or under con 
struction. The Federal Government also has accepted responsibility 
to develop four navigation and power dams on the lower Snake and 
the key upstream storage dams on the major tributaries. Thes 
Federal dams, however, do not begin to exhaust the prospective dan 

sites. At least 119 have been listed officially and some observers 

suggest that as many as 600 such sites are capable of economic and 
systematic development. Most of these sites are suitable primarily 
for use by power distribution agencies for the erection of single 
purpose power dams. Many distributors, such as Seattle City Light, 
and the Washington Water Power Co., and Pend Oreille County 
Public Utility District, have been building such dams. 

Balanced development, then, has meant the construction of comple 
mentary projects in which the varied regional needs have been fitted 
together so as to satisfy as fully as possible the many competing de 
mands for water. For example, to preserve the salmon, maximum 
heights on power and navigation dams have had to be sacrificed; 
construction of dams on the Cowlitz has had to be curtailed; and 
construction of high dams on the Salmon and Clearwater may be 
unjustified. Protection of essential recreational facilities has re 
quired that the maximum desirable height of storage reservoirs in 
lakes Coeur d’Alene, Pend Oreille, and Flathead has had to be 
roregone. 

The high dam at Hells Canyon, then, is more than just an alterna 
tive to three smaller dams. It is a part of a broad, regional develop- 
ment plan, worked out after years of effort by the best minds the 
region and Nation had available. 

The high dam means first of all upstream storage and upstream 
storage means flood control. Of course the high dam may not fill 
every year. It is not intended as an isolated dam but is to be oper- 
ated in relation to sister dams elsewhere in the region. Careful studies 
have shown that a minimum of 27 million acre-feet of water storage 
are needed to hold the maximum flood of record at 800,000 second feet 

The Dalles. The high dam will provide some 4 million of these 
acre-feet. Because of the problems of preserving the salmon and of 
protecting existing recreational investments, securing the 27 million 
acre-feet will require development of virtually every possible storage 
site. Hells Canyon is a complementary, not an alternative site. 

Second, in most years, the high dam will make possible a leveling 
out of the waterflow of the Snake to make feasible the construction 
and operation of the four authorized navigation and power dams on 
the lower Snake, as well as the improvement of navigation on the 
middle and lower Columbia. 

Third, the high dam will mean more electric power. This comes in 
three ways: Through more power production at the plant itself: 
through improved, regulated streamflows through the many dams 
planned below it; and ‘through integration with other Federal power 
plants. Like Hungry Horse Dam, the high dam at Hells Canyon 
cannot be operated as an isolated generating station. When it is 
built it must be tied into the backbone grid transmission system which 
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inites much of the Pacific Northwest today and provides for our peo- 
»le a uniform, low rate designed to encourage widespread use of elec- 
tric power on the farm, in the home, and in industry. Hells Canyon 
Dam. therefore, means ultimate integration of southern Idaho in the 
Bonneville grid system. 

Fourth, the high dam will mean more irrigation. Power revenues 
from the dam will be available for the development of additional 
wreage in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. Water for added goal 

vation is of course a first priority in southern Idaho. Balanced 1 
source use requires that the high dam be built and operated with th: at 
surpose as a major goal. 

Fifth, the high dam provides us with tremendous storage opportun- 
ties without jeopardizing major salmon runs or recreational facilities. 
It is one of the few remaining locations where a big storage reservoir 
can be created without endangering other important assets. 

Thus the issue of whether to build a high dam or three smaller dams 
n Hells Canyon really raises a basic question for the Pacific Northwest. 
\re we to continue to develop and conserve our river, and the rest of 
our natural resources, according to a balanced, carefully developed 
plan which is designed to bring m: — benefits of all types to the 
people of this region and of the N Nation, or are we now to turn to 
piecemeal deve ‘lopment in which individual power distribution sys- 
iems will be permitted to construct dams which are not designed to 
carry forward the integrated plan and which will sacrifice the maxi 
mum possible reward ¢ 

I believe that maximum, balanced resource development must be en- 
couraged and piecemeal, special-purpose development to serve particu- 
lar isolated needs must be discouraged, regardless of who makes the 
proposals. Electric power distributors should be encouraged to build 
those single-purpose projects which fit into maximum development 
and are within their financial ability to complete. The Federal Gov- 
ernment must accept the responsibility to carry to completion the main- 
stem multiple-purpose dams and the key storage dams on the tribu- 
taries. With the dams must come a comprehensive extension of the 
Bonneville power transmission grid throughout the entire region so 
that the benefits of our heritage will be available equally to all. 

The future generations of Americans who are to earn their living 
here and to enjoy the beauties of the great Northwest deserve no less. 
‘Thank you very much. 

(The documents referred to by Mr. Ogden are as follows :) 

1. The Politics of Conservation in the West, 1953—54. Research Studies of the 
State College of Washington, XXIII (March 1955), 1 33. Based on a pape! 
presented at the 50th annual meeting of the American Political Science Associa- 
tion, Chicago, Ill., September 9, 1954. 

2. The Federal Power Disposal Decisions of 1937 Research in the Policy and 
Administration of Natural Resources (Eugene, Onegi: Department of Political 
Science, University of Oregon, 1953), 32-44. (Report on a conference sponsored 
by the Social Science Research Council, Aug. 8—9, 1952. ) 

3. Key Policy Conflicts Affecting Columbia River Development, Water Re 
sources and Economic Development of the West (Pullman, Wash.: Water Re- 
source Development Committee of the Western Agricultural Economics Research 
Council, 1958) 97-106. (Report on proceedings of the meeting of March 2-3. 
1953, Berkeley, Calif.) 

4. Federal Power Policy in the Pacific Northwest and the Defense Effort, 
paper read before the Western Political Science Association, fifth annual meet 
ing, Berkeley, Calif., August 27, 1951. 
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5. The Background of the (VA Controversy, paper read before the West 


ern Political Science Association, third annual meeting, Albuquerque, N. Mex., 
November 25, 1949 

Doctoral Dissertation: The Development of Federal Power Policy in the 
Pacific Northwest (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Department of Political 
Science, University of Chicago, 1949). 

Senator Neveercer. Thank you, Mr. Ogden. The next witness wil 
be Mr. Lars Nelson. Before Mr. Nelson proceeds, the chairman has 
asked me to inquire, were all of you in the back of the room able to 
hear Mr. Ogden? Is the speaker system satisfactory? All right, 
thank you, very much. Please go ahead, Mr. Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF A. LARS NELSON, MASTER OF THE WASHINGTON 
STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is a 
pleasure for me to appear here on behalf of the Grangers of the 
State of Washington on this hearing on Senate bill 1333. 

Iam A. Lars Nelson, master of the Washington State Grange. The 
Washington State Grange is an agricultural organization composed 
of some 50,000 members with 480 subordinate and 44 Pomona units 
located jin the 39 counties of the State of Washington. Our organi 
zation has long been foremost in championing the cause of pro 
viding electric service and power at cost to the users of electrical 
energy in our State. 

We have consistently advocated and sought the maximum develop 
ment in the public interest of all possible multipurpose sites on the 
Columbia and the tributaries regardless of the location. Our on 
ganization has worked for the maximum benefits of reclamation, flood 
control. navigation and power to be developed as the facts demon 
strated were feasible at each project. We have always advocated 
that the rights of residents of established irrigation districts should 
not be impaired but should be amply safeguarded. We desire that 
all inhabitants of our region shall enjoy proportionate benefits under 
a complete resource development program. 

We realize that some of the projects needed to bring adequate 
power for our expanding agricultural and industrial economy lie 
beyond the borders of our State. Further we recognize that dams 
other than the high dam at Hells Canyon will be needed and should 
be built on tributaries of the Columbia. These also may be located 
In nelghboring States. 

At the 1953 sessions of the Washington State Grange, a resolu 
tion was adopted directing the executive committee of the Wash 
ineton State Grange in part as follows: 

Resolved that the Washington State Grange go on record in favor of con 
struction of the Federal Hells Canyon Dam and that the executive committee 
be instructed and authorized to continue its efforts in opposition to a license 
being granted by the Federal Power Commission to the Idaho Power Co. * * 
(1953 Proceedings, p. 118, par. 9): It seems imperative that the State Grange 
should continue to support the National Hells Canyon Association and should 
the Federal Power Commission deny the petition of the Idaho Power Co. to 
build three low dams on the Snake River it would then be desirable to press 
for immediate approval and construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam by 
the Federal Government. 
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Our position is further underscored by the 1954 delegate-adopted 
solution No. 109, page 167, which I quote as follows: 


Whereas the Coitumbia River and its tributaries provide the greatest single 
tential source of hydroelectric energy in the United States and the full de 
opment of this source of energy is necessary for our present and future 
national security and prosperity ; and 

Whereas, a comprehensive plan has been formulated to provide maximum 
power, flood control, navigation and irrigation benefits by construction of multi 
purpose dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas, a high multipurpose storage dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake 
River is a key project in that plan for full and comprehensive development of 
the Columbia River Basin water resources ; and 

Whereas, a concerted effort is being made to scuttle this plan by the substitute 
if three low-level dams to be built and operated by private interests: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Washington State Grange, That we go on record as opposing 

ny attempt to alter the original high-level dam project. 


I would also like to mention that public sentiment is such in this 
State that our State House of Representat ives in the recent 1955 reou 

ir session on Ji anuary 27 eo a resolu tion expressing their prefer 
ence for a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

Our organization at this time is indeed pleased to have the Oppol 
unity to support Senate bill No. 1333 authorizing construction by the 
Federal Bureau of Reclamation of a high multipurpose dam at the 
Hells Canyon location on the Snake River, the lower reaches of which 
flows through our State before it joins the Columbia. As has been 

ndica ted. we are for full resource development, not partl al. and mn 
this connection strongly enpeme the construction of on three smaller 
dams on the Snake River | Vv the Idaho Power Co. in the vie nity of 
the high Hells Canyon site. We have consistently amie wasteful 
utilization by only piecemeal development. 

Our support is predicated i in the main on the fact that the interests 
of our region require full development regardless of who constructs 
the project. Our experience indicates that only the Federal Govern 
ment can and will develop adequately a multipurpose site at the 
lowest possible cost. While it might appear to some that the contro 
versy has been one of private or public power, we firmly maintain 
that it is a struggle for maximum rather than partial and wasteful 
deve lopme nt of « a bs asic water resource. 

Construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon will provide some 4 
mali on acre-feet of stor: ge. This provides for not only some 602 
feet of head for generative capacity at the site but it will also firm up 
power on the authorized lower Snake River dams of Ice Harbor, Lower 
Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite, when built. In addi 
tion, power g generation will also be increase a at Bonne ville, The Dalles, 
John Day, and McNary. The much-discussed Cotton report puts the 
downstream benefits of Hells ¢ Canyon Dam at 436,000 kilowatts. Hells 
Canyon, itself generating 686,000 kilowatts, when added to the down- 
stream benefits, would bring a total of 1, 112,000 kilowatts when all 
are completed to the power needs of our region. Actually the down- 
stream benefits are the equivalent of another I Bonneville Dam. 

It is not our purpose to become technical as this is not primarily a 
technical hearing. Nevertheless, competent engineering authority 
indicates that Federal power could be produced at around half the 
cost of the privately generated power. This is important, for low-cost 
nower means the difference between the expanding and the retarding 
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of industry payrolls and the markets for agriculture. In our are: 
low-cost power is our only way of offsetting high-cost freight rates 
to our State and region. It helps diversify our industry and reduce 
seasonal unemployment. 

Between the sheer walls of the Snake River chasm, deepest in Nort] 
America, very little farmland will be flooded. Only a rocky, rugged 
terrain will be inundated. The rich grandeur of the region will 
main for tourist and recreational purposes, since the dam structur 
will reach no more than 10 percent up the heights of the steep and 
rugged slopes, and even though the water will be backed up a distance 
of 92 miles to Weiser, Idaho. Yes, maximum development of this 
dam and others on the Snake. Clearwater, and Salmon Rivers could 
give us 11 million kilowatts or the equivalent of 21 Bonneville Dams. 
We certainly must have maximum development to insure the future 
economy of the region and full utilization of our resources. 

We support and like Senate bill 1333 because it provides full pr 
tection for the upstream water rights, for irrigation and other bene 
ficial uses for citizens and farmers of Idaho. This, we feel, is a must 

We strongly support the provisions of the bill which reserve pows 
for Oregon and Idaho. We seek primarily the benefits which wi 
accrue from upstream storage to benefit downstream installations. 

If Hells Canyon Dam were now constructed, the release of stored 
water could go a long way toward relieving the present 35 percent ¢1 
tailment of interruptible power in Bonneville power pool. A vot 
tion of this power supply adversely affects our aluminum industry 
from the potline to the various fabricating plants. Many jobs and 
much production are curtailed with consequent economic repercus 
sions. 

We are in accord with section 4 of this bill relative to irrigatio1 
subsidies to be paid from power revenues. It seems that this law, as 
written, should protect both reclamation interests and that of powe) 
users. It permits subsidies to reclamation from power revenue but 
provides for congressional sanction for each suc h project. This will 
give everyone a chance to scrutinize each project's fe asibility as it is 
proposed. 

We realize that much propaganda has been released which was 

directed to discrediting the high dam for a variety of reasons. It is 
our feeling that this has been a deliberate attempt at creating con 
fusion in the minds of our people. We have witnessed attempts in 
the past to delay and prevent the construction of Grand Coulee and 
other desirable developments. I should like to draw a parallel be 
tween Grand Coulee and Hells Canyen. <A private power company 
sat motionless on the Kettle Falls site prior to the building of Coulee. 
On the other hand, Idaho Power held title on the Oxbow site from 
1916 to 1947 before it filed an application to investigate with the 
Federal Power Commission. Again this company waited 3 more 
years until 1950 to file an application to construct the Oxbow Dam. 
It waited until less than 60 days, to July 7, 1953. to file applications to 
construct Brown Lee and Little Hells Canyon project. It’s interest- 
ing how interest quickens after such a long lull. 

The high dam at Hells Canyon issue is one of the most important 
issues to confront those interested in the complete and comprehensive 
resource development of our Pacific Northwest hydroelectric resources. 


Saas ahs ae? 
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arly in 1953, following the installation of a new administration in 
W: seine there began a concerted effort by priv: ate power groups 
to slow down and take over the generative capacity and distribution 
ystems of our areas. Weasel words have been used—much indefinite 
talk about “doing something sometime” but never “when” has been 
beamed at our people from every medium of communication. Over 
t all has been a studied emphasis on the part of the Government to 
ae iw from the picture and leave private monopoly to reap the 

1 harvest of the work accomplished by the people of the North 
vest—all under the banner and guise of saving free enterprise ; saving 
free enterprise from being engulfed by public ownership. The danger 
certainly was treme ndous, W ith only 15 percent of our power resources 
n public hands and 85 percent in control of the private power interests. 

From the initial application of Idaho Power Co. to the present, the 
National Hells Canyon Association and other affiliated groups have 
fought an uphill battle against tremendous odds to save this resource 
for the people of the region and the Nation. From our standing as a 
few, and almost alone, the situation we faced and the fight we have 
made has captivated the fancy, the admiration, and the support of 
public-spirited individuals and groups from coast to coast. 

From an early planned attempt at a coup d’etat by the Idaho Power 
o. has grown an extended hearing before the Federal Power Commis 
sion to prevent the granting of a license for a low dam or dams, and an 
inadequate and extremely wasteful development of this great multiple 

purpose dam site. 

When we consider the storage capacity of the high dam, some 4 
million acre-feet; when we consider the firming up of generative 
capacity proposed, approved, in construction, or construc ted: when 
we consider flood-control benefits; when we consider irrigation and 
reclamation possibilities; can anyone see how we can possibly permit 
one private power company to secure the exclusive control of this site, 
let alone allow the crippling effect a small private monopoly’s indif- 
ference would have on firming power on downstream installations? 

Again in a region whose complete development and contingent in 
dustrialization requires a doubling of generative capacity every 8 or 9 
years, can We remain content with no new starts and dubious promises 
that private power will take care of us in its own sweet way? Yes, 
this course will lead to stifling of new business. It will, by raised 
power costs, force industries out of the region—it will bog down the 
trend toward regional, industrial, and economic independence. Along 
with everyone else, agriculture will suffer and so will every resident of 
our region. 

[ am proud that the Grange and Grangers have — resolute and 
militant in defense of and support for the sav ing of a vital water 
resource. We therefore urge favorable action on Sen: me bill 1333. 
Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Nelson. Because 
of the standpoint of time, I would like to ask the chairman what policy 
he has made regarding demonstrations by the audience. What is your 
policy, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Murray. We have allowed them because they are temperate. 
We don’t want any boistrousness, but a reasonable amount of applause 
is satisfying, I think. 
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Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The next witne 
for the proponents is Wilford Woods. 


STATEMENT OF WILFORD WOODS, COLUMBIA RIVER 
DEVELOPMENT LEAGUE 


Mr. Woops. I represent the Columbia River Development Leag 
before your committee today, an organization which, for more tha 
30 years, has been dedicated to the full development of the Columb 
River and its tributaries. We represent businessmen, farmers, and 
civic leaders from four counties 1n northeastern Washington. W: 
have represented them for many years. This is the group which i 
the long years before the building of Grand Coulee Dam, supporte: 
that particular enterprise and its deve lopment of the Columbia Basi: 


Our group backed the full development of the Columbia River before 


there was a full development, when Grand Coulee Dam was ridiculed 
as a waste of public money. When it was called a white elephant in a 
desert and was regarded as a proposal that was utterly preposterous 
Those were in the cli ays before it was built. Today we still support 
full development of the river and we support the high multipurpose 
Hells Canyon Dam. We have seen some of the benefits of full devel 
opment of the river in our great Northwest and to our whole Nation. 


and we feel that a high dam of multiple-purpose development on the 


Snake River is a benefit to the whole Northwest and we therefore ure: 
the passage of legislation which will bring about such full develop 
ment in this bill which is being discussed. 

We have seen some of the benefits and we feel that the whole North 
west and the whole Nation has a stake in the furthering of this pro 
YTali which has been SO well begun but which has been more or les 
stalemated in recent years. So our group, the Columbia River Devel 
opment League, is in support and we urge favorable consideration of 
a full program of multipurpose development of the that stretch of 
he tributary of the Columbia River. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. We will now hea 
from three witnesses re prese nting the opponents of Senate bill 1333. 
In order they are Mr. L. W. Markham. manager of the Spokane 
Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Don Miller, former member of the State 
‘egislature of Spokane, Wash., and Mr. Jim Channing, who is listed 
as a representative of the Northwest Associated Businessmen, Inc 
Mr. Markham is the first witness. I am informed by Mr. Mapes 
that Mr. Markham will not be here until this afternoon. Is Mr. 
Miller ot Spokane here, he w il] be the first witness. 

Mr. Cusrer (opposition coordinator). I understand that none of 
the three gentlemen from Spokane have arrived yet. 

Senator Dworsnak. Mr, Chairman, I might ask for some informa 
nied to clarify what appears to be some lack in interest on the part of 
these scheduled witnesses. The statement I have before me would indi 
cate ‘the possibility that this hearing was set up on the basis that the 
proponents would appear during the forenoon and the opponents 
art ing the afternoon. Is that true? 

Mr. Custer. That was my understanding. 

Senator Nevpercer. I just do not know on what basis the commit- 
tee staff set up the meeting. 
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Senator Morse. I have no official information except that in _ 
he arigs yesterday at Lewiston and Boise, that they alternated, but 
t is ap parent that those setting up this schedule h: id the idea that 1 
eroup would appear in the forenoon and 1 group in the afternoon. J] 
think, Mr. Chairman, we ought to ask for the pleasure of the wishes 
of the opposition. If it is their pleasure to follow this afternoon, 
we should follow that schedule. Could you advise us? 

Mr. Custer. We would prefer to proceed along that program, as 
we understood it. 

Senator Morse. I respectfully suggest we follow that plan, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Cusrer. That the proponents would present their case this 
morning and the opposition this afternoon. I had not intended 
show up here until this afternoon until I was notified about 30 minutes 
before this meeting that the program had been changed. 

Senator NeuBeErGeR. If that is agreeable with Senator Murray, let’s 
vet on and not waste any more time. 

Mr. Custer. We'll yield to the proponents until this afternoon. 

Senator NreuBercer. Is that all right Mr. Norwood? The next 
three witnesses listed for the proponents of the bill are Mr. A. R. 
Rolfs, of the Douglas County Public Utilities District, Mr. Frank 
Stewart of the C helan C ounty Public Utilities District and Mr. Ed. 
Weston, executive secretary of the W ashineton State Federation of 
Labor. 

Before we start, the committee has been joined by Mrs. Edith 
Green of the Third Oregon Congressional District. We are very 
clad to have you here, Mrs. Green. 


STATEMENT OF A. R. ROLFS, DOUGLAS COUNTY, WASH. 


Mr. Rotrs. Mr. Chairman, distinguished folks, I do not necessarily 
represent the Douglas County Public Utilities District. I live in 
Douglas County, I have a business on the outskirts of Wenatchee. 1 
am a past president of the Wenatchee Chamber of Commerce and 
presently on their industrial development subcommittee, and presently 
chairman of the board of the school district in Douglas County, that 
encompasses approximately half of the people in this county. 

The people of Douglas County have developed all of the high dry 
wheat lands, all that is economically feasible to develop. T hey have 
developed the lower irrigable land close to the river that is econom- 
ically feasible to develop for high-cost fruit production under private 
development. There are a few additional sources of development 
left to the people of Douglas County outside of the trrigation and 
power that may further bring industry to the county inherent in 
full development of the rivers of the area. Our district, like many 
in the area, is a low-valuation district. Differing with some of the 
districts, we have a population that is growing fast. We have a lot 
of kids. We would like to keep them in the district. We would like 
to further ag all those potentialities in the district in which 
we live. We feel that it is only possible through full development 
of the river. The rivers in the district. We have in our county but 
one major industrial concern. If we are to keep our tax structure 
within reason in line with our growth and in line with our needs, we 
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must have an expanded tax base. We believe it possible, we believ 

it feasible, we believe it necessary to develop this through full develop 

ment of the rivers through the power that may be produced, through 
additional lands that may be irrigated as a basis of power develop 

ment. Anything less than full development we feel is lowering ow 
horizons, is wasting the talent of our people who might otherwisi 
share in the future well-being of our area, of our State, and of om 
Nation. Anything less is sheer waste. 

Senator Nevupercer. Thank you. Mr. Frank Stewart. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK STEWART, CONSULTANT TO THE MANAGER 
AND THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE CHELAN COUNTY 
PUBLIC UTILITIES DISTRICT, WENATCHEE, WASH., AND SECRE- 
TARY, COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT LEAGUE 


Mr. Srewarr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, ladies and 
gentlemen, I am Frank Stewart, a consultant to the manager and the 
board of commissioners of the Chelan County Public Utilities District, 
Wenatchee, and secretary of the Columbia River Development 
League. 

As electric distributors to the farms and homes and businesses and 
industries in our area, we are aware of the growing need for the full 
and comprehensive development of our water resources. We feel that 
full development of the area’s resources includes the Snake River as 
well as the Columbia. We feel that we cannot be provincial in these 
matters, that what is good for Montana, Washington, and Idaho is 
good for Oregon, and vice versa. Our people can no more stay silent 
on this matter than they could during the great power debate of the 
1920’s and the 1930's from 1922 to 1936, when a similar event was 
taking place on the Columbia when another private power company 
filed on a damsite called Kettle Falls. Had they gotten permission 
to build a low dam, they would have successfully stopped the building 
of Grand Coulee Dam and the Columbia Basin project. Fortunate ly; 
after 14 years, the judgment of the men of wisdom prevailed and 
Grand Coulee Dam was built and the Columbia Basin project is now 
a reality. 

We think that this analogy should serve as a guide to our repre- 
sentatives in the halls of Congress fies in deciding today’s major 
issue on the power fight. We cannot afford to lose the 1 million to 3 
million kilowatts of new power that the Bonneville Administration 
estimates they could sell to new industry in the next 10 years if they 
have it available. We have no gas as yet, no oil, and no coal. We need 
to develop the falling water which was given us to develop. The 
people in our area have been for these principles through the years 
and they have expressed themselves many times and they now urge 
the passage of legislation which will bring about the construction of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

I thank you very much. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Thank you very much. The next witness will 
be Mr. Ed. Weston, Washington State Federation of Labor. 
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STATEMENT OF A. M. WESTON, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON STATE 
FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Weston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
\. M. Weston, president of the Washington State Federation of Labor. 
The organization of workers I have the honor to represent is com 
prised of 790 American Federation of Labor trade unions and their 
local and State councils. The State membership is approximately 
350,000 workers. 

The Washington State Federation of Labor has a long record 
favoring the development of our valuable resources to the maximum 
degree for the benefit of all of the people of Washington State and 
the Northwest country. Weknow the benefits that flow from a system 
of development, where flood waters are held back and retained until 
a time when agriculture can utilize what would otherwise be wasted. 
We know what happened to jobs for our people when power is in 
short supply as a result of weather conditions or underdevelopment 
of our power potential. We like the job of building dams, highways, 
pipelines, transmission lines and other work requiring our skills 
and know-how. 

For these reasons, we are selfish and that is why we favor full and 
complete development of our resources. We can understand the need 
for wartime blackouts, but peacetime brownouts of power are beyond 
our comprehension. On the other hand, we are very unselfish be 
cause we like to share some of the good things of life with others 
less fortunate than we. We welcome those who come to help in the 
job of developing our resources, so that they too may enjoy the wages 
and living conditions established over the years through hard work, 
organization and quite often sacrifice and hardship. 

In the 1953 annual convention of our State federation, held in 
Yakima, Wash., 665 delegates representing their respective trade 
unions and councils, un: animously adopted a resolution favoring the 
pubhe construction of a high, multiple- purpose dam on the Hells 
Canyon site on the Snake River. This action was taken following 
speeches by two invited guests, one who favored the high multiple- 
purpose dam and the other who stated it would be stupid and a waste 
of money to construct a high dam. What the delegates heard was 
reminiscent of the fight years ago when the great Grand Coulee site, 
on the Columbia, was being considered. 

If the people of that time had been carried aw ay by the propaganda 
a a low head dam on a site known as Kettle Falls was the = 
easible engineering possibility, our economy would have suffered : 

serious setback. 

The American Federation of Labor in the 73d annual convention, 
held in St. Louis, in 1953, recognized the importance to the develop- 
ment of our Northwest country, when a resolution favoring a high 
multiple-purpose dam on the Hells Canyon site was unanimously 
adopted by the delegates from all over the United States. 

We don't claim to understand all of the fine points of governmental 
policy and procedure, nor the redtape in connection with it, and we 
refuse to allow ourselves to get fouled up in political entanglements 


on al issue so important as maximum development of our valuable 
vesources. 
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In some areas in our State there is great unemployment which cor 
be avoided if the welfare of the people and the future of the count: 
received more serious consideration, The Washington State Fed 
eration of Labor favors the enactment of S. 1333 and we are willing t 
continue our moral, physical, and financial support to the fight, in t] 
same manner as we fought for the great Grand Coulee Dam, to buil 
a multiple-purpose dam on Hells Canyon. We know the extent 
which the people of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation have ben 
fited so far from the development of our resources, and we are all we 
aware of the job ahead to bring about realization of our combined 
desire for a more complete development of all of our resources. If 
such a desire, after what has been accomplished, and in which ou 
members have so prominently participated, is to be branded “Creep 
socialism,” then I wish to say that the only part of such develope 
our people don't like is the creeping manner in which importa) 
projects are allowed to proceed. Thank Vou. 

Senator Neusercer. The next witness listed here for the proponent 
of Senate bill 1333 is Mr. John Goldmark, of the Washington Stat 
Cooperative Association. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN GOLDMARK, WASHINGTON STATE RURAL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 








Mr. GotpMark. Senator Neuberger, Mr. Chairman, and members ot 
the committee, I am appe aring on behalf of the W ashington Stat 

Rural Electric Cooperative Association. I am a wheat and catth 
rancher. The issue before us, it seems to me, is why this Hells Canyoi 
Dam has become such a celebrated point. The case for this high dan 

its benefits, its greater benefits for the region and for the Nation, is 
simple and overwhelming. It is simply another step in a prove) 
successful policy of coordinated regional development. Why, then, do 
we have such a big fuss about it? Why is it such a great issue? Thie 
reason is that it has become a symbol here in the Northwest and all 
over the country, of an attempt to throw the whole idea of coordinated 
regional development back into chaos. Perhaps I could illustrate 
that for the committee by an experience I had last summer. I ap 
peared representing the same association before the Task Force on 
Water Resources and Development of the Hoover Commission in 
Portland. That was an especially chosen group who seemed to have 
in common the belief that for the people of the Nation to use their 
Government to assist them in developing their resources was something 
wholly evil. That was the only thing that they hadincommon. Now, 
that committee was a shock to me, that a group of men with such a 
belief shoul | represent the Government of the United States in any 
form. But one of the other things was that the people of the North 

west were a shock to that committee. They expected, apparently, to 
find people in this region who would denounce, lock, stock, and barrel, 
the whole scheme of Federal development of our rivers, and they did 
not find it. It was quite a shock to them because the people of this 
region have come to apprec late the inevitable necesssit y of cooperat ive 
effort to deve ‘lop our resources and they had to fall back on a statement 
that was offered them by a banker who said that he was opposed to 
dams because the regular flooding of the rivers helped to put silt on his 
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im and in supporting that statement he said that Federal develop 

nt in this region sapped the initiative of the individual. 

1 wish the gentleman had had an opportunity to be, let us say, a 
omesteader in the Columbia Basin in the period of 1910 to 1920 or 
omething, when those dry farmlands were simply blowing away. He 
vould have been able to see which was the greater strain on his initia- 
tive, a coordinated cooperative program to work with nature, or an 
ittempt to go in and go alone in the face of nature. And really, that 
points up the whole issue that we are disc tussing. Here in the West, 

through grim necessity, we have learned that we have to work together. 
We have to call on all the resources we can get from our State and 
particularly from our National Government because we are dealing 
with a region in which nature is overwhelmingly present, and nature 
sa unit—you cannot separate it, you have to work within a river basin, 
vithin the natural unities. And we have also found that we could 
not take ideas from other regions of the United States, atone of 
-ettling land, methods of developing power and so on. We could not 
transplant them into this region without consideration of the p shysic “al 
ature of our country. 

For that reason we have seen in this region all throughout the West, 
i seesaw battle between those people who have recognized what. our 
region needs, recognized that we had to have this cooperative Govern 
ment-assisted development starting way back with John Wesle Vy 
Powell, who didn’t want to see all the public lands opened to home 
stead settlement. Come on down through struggles which other wit- 
esses have described to you and it has been a see-saw battle. Some- 
times we have progressed toward development and sometimes we have 
been forced backward. 

We have lost much of our timber. We have lost much of our grass- 
lands. We have lost many human resources of people who were 
starved out on lands that they never could settle the way they tried 

to. And we have now simply another stage in that seesaw battle. We 
are down to one of our last and one of our greatest resources, the 
liydroelectric possession of our rivers and all other benefits that can 
go along with multiple-purpose dams, and again we have some big 
private interest masquerading in the guise of the pioneer farmer, 
ndividual enterprise and attempting to throw a roadblock in the way 
of planned ang eg 

Well, as I see it we fought a holding action against that maneuver 
and I hope and trust that the action of this committee will be the 
first movement on the road back to continuing on the way of planned 
and useful development of our resources, I thank you very much. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. The next witness for the propo 
nents is listed as Mr. Powers, no first name given, International Mine, 
Mill and Smelter Workers of Spokane, Wash. Is he present? If 
Mr. Powers is not present then we will go on. Are you Mr. Powers? 

Mr. Powers. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I would just like to say before Mr. Powers pro- 
ceeds, it has been called to my attention by the chairman and members 
of the staff, that one of the witnesses quite far down on the list is a 
former distinguished Member of the United States Senate, Clarence C. 
Dill, of Spokane. Senator Dill has a limited schedule so we will go 
on after Mr. Powers. 
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STATEMENT OF A. POWERS, INTERNATIONAL MINE, MILL, AND 
SMELTER WORKERS OF SPOKANE, WASH. 


Mr. Powers. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it was my, 
intention to ap pear before your committee yesterday but due to 
crowded schedule I wasn’t able to do it. Now, I want to make m 
statement brief. 

As a representative of labor unions, we are primarily interested | 
jobs. Jobs are what the difference between the proposed three d: ams 
and the high dam will amount to. These jobs in kilowatts will equal 
about the production of the Bonneville Dam. We are well aware in 
this area of the amount of jobs that approximately 450,000 kilowatt 
can produce. Our people have these jobs now and we know that that 
many more jobs, or that many more kilowatts will mean that man) 
more jobs. We are not primarily interested in politics of the thing, 
or pros and cons. We are inte rested in, as working people, in jobs 
for ourselves and our future families. 

Now, the fight that we see here, not to be repetitious, is a very fight 
that if we rolled back the pages of history, we will find it took place 
in the TVA. There you had the power trusts versus the people. | 
myself worked on the Boulder Dam, since changed to the name Hoover. 
I built the Boulder Dam, I don’t know what they call it now. But 
there you had the power trusts versus the people. Later on, I — d 
on the Grand Coulee and as a previous speaker made reference to, 

a miner I helped excavate the foundation. There we were told \ 
were building a white elephant. Later on, I’ve got around these ee 
pretty well as a miner, later on, I helped work on the Shasta a 
in California, and there the mighty Pacific Gas & Electric told 1 
that we were ruining the State. Now, we come up to the same bine 
tion here. A corporation posing, that is, in name only an Idaho 
corporation, otherwise it is a Wall Street monopoly. The same fights 
of the Wall Street power trusts versus the people are taking plac 
here, always in the interests of Wall Street and against the people. | 
want to call the attention of the eet to the current copy of the 
Saturday Evening Post, in which on page 13 there is a picture, it isn’t 

a photogr: aph, it’s a drawing, “How much would you contribute to 
socialize America? Nothing—not a nickel you say but you are helping 
to pay for one more step toward soc ialistic America every time the 
Federal Government builds a powerplant, and so on.” I would like 
to go back over those same places, I would like to take these people 
who, incidentally say “names on request from the magazine,” well, 
of course, they don’t put their names down there as W ashington Water 
Power and the Idaho Power, but they’re there. You can write the 
magazine and find out, but they don’t endorse the thing. No, they're 
local corporations, but this is a national publication, coincidentally 
to jibe with these hearings. 

I’d like to have them go back to the people of the area of southern 
California, which is now one of the industrial centers of the United 
States, go back to the people of Central V alley and the bay area of 

California, and yes, and right here in central Washington, and tell 
the 1m that they have been victimized by some socialistic ‘plot and that 
is exactly what they’re telling the people of Idaho and the Northwest. 
We have opposed this, we are opposed to this type of tactic because 
it is an attack on us. We are opposed to their proposal which to 1s 
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s taking jobs away from us. We produce raw materials; we lack the 
power to process them. 

All of our minerals—I happen to be in the mining industry—all 
of our minerals have to be processed in the East. Why? Because 
we do not have the power to do it here. We want jobs, not only for 
ourselves now but for our future families. 

Now there was talk in Idaho yesterday, if the audience will pardon 
ne, about collecting taxes or that they would dry up and blow away 
some of them, some of the counties if they didn’t have the taxes that 
private power pays. Well, to me we are not interested in the puny 
taxes collected from private power. What we are interested in is 
the taxes that we can collect from the giant industries that power will 
bring. We get our power afterward. We’ll set the hen on the egg 
ind get the chicken afterward. We don’t want the egg now. That is 
the argument that was made over there and it’s in this insidious adver 

tising here that we are taking the taxes away from the people by taking 
| puny tax of the power companies away from the counties and cities. 
I would like to ask the people from Spokane and various people 
around here, if they would change the taxes of the giant aluminum 
plant and other industrial plants and trade that for what Washington 
\Vater Power pays in taxes into those counties ? 
Unfortunately there is a lot of people being intimidated by this 
thing because they’re afraid of names being called. Well, I don't par 
cularly care what they call me because as I stated, I personally, 
physically helped build the Boulder, Shasta, and the Grand Coulee 
Dams and I don’t care what they call me. I do not think I was con 
tributing to socialism. I am going to go on with all my might and 
ain contributing to the same program and that is power for the 
people to bring industry in here to process our raw materials. I 
thank you. 
Senator NevBerGer. The next witness will be former United States 
Senator Clarence Dill, of the State of Washington. Senator Dill, we 
tre very pleased and honored to have you here today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARENCE DILL, FORMER UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Rr Dit. Ladies and gentlemen, it is a great pleasure and privilege 

talk to you for just a few minutes. I have no prepared statement, 

mt the gentlemean who just preceded me rather stirred me and IT am 
voing to try not to follow his example. 

I am rather glad to hear somebody express some views that needed 
to be expressed. I want to call attention first to the fact that the fight 
over Hells Canyon has developed in the public mind into a fight be 

ween public and private power. That is very unfortunate. I say it is 

nfortunate because there is something so much bigger at stake here 
ihan a fight between public and private power, and in passing I want 
only to suggest that 1f public agencies build the Hells Canyon Dam 
the results will do more for private enterprise in the State of Idaho 
than anything that has happened since the coming of the railroads to 
that area. 

[ speak advisedly, because the building of Grand Coulee Dam has 

ieant more to the private enterprise system of the State of Washing 
ton and Oregon than anything that has happened since the railroads 
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came. The Alladin’s lamp, if I may use that phrase, in the Pacifi 
Northwest to attract industry to develop our resources is low-cos 
hydroelectric power. If ever we lose the advantage which low-cos 
power gives us then we lose the attraction that in the last 10 year; 
has brought into this area not millions but billions of dollars of invest 
inent. That is extremely important to the Pacific Northwest. 

[ am impressed with the newspaper reports and I was impresse: 
ast year when I made some talks in southern Idaho, of the fears of 
the people of southern Idaho that their water rights will be lost. I re 
member reading the record in the House investigations and that 
argument was made there, and when it was pointed out that the lan 

guage of the bill specifically attempted to protect those rights, a 
argument was made that it does no do so. Iam not ready to say as a 
attorney whether it does or not, but I am here to say that the English 
ee has words in it and the United States Senate and the Hous: 

Representatives have members who can write a clause there that 
wil protect those rights and I can’t conceive of anybody who wants to 
build these great power developments who would take away either the 
rights for irrigation that now exist or the rights that may hereafte 
hy developed. 

I want to say just a word about the comparison as I see it betwee: 
the fight being made against Hells Canyon and Grand Coulee. | 
happen to have been in that fight rather actively and the same argu 
ment, in a little different form, was made against the great dam at 
Grrand Coulee. You could build Kettle Falls so much more quickly ; 
you could build the dam up at the narrows up near Northport so much 
more quickly. They would bring taxes that would be lost if Grand 
(Coulee were built. Fortunately, we had a President who started 
Grand Coulee Dam. Congress didn’t start Grand Coulee Dam, the 

President started Grand Coulee Dam and it was nearly 2 years before 
it was authorized as a high dam and the result was that while we 
don’t get a tax from Grand Coulee, the taxes in our area have been 
multiplied almost unbelievably. 

I'm not going to take much time because there are a lot of people 
who want to be heard. I only wish I had time to let you ask me 
a question. I just want to call attention to what io in the 
way of tax receipts in the county of Spokane from 1930 to 1940, the 
period when we were building Grand Coulee Dam. The valuation 
of property in that county went down from $127 million to $101 mil- 
lion. From 1940 to 1950, after Grand Coulee power at its low rate 
became available and began to draw great industrial organizations 
into the area, that valuation increased from $101 million to $201 
million in just 10 years. 

Last night before I went to bed I called the assessor of Spokane 
County and I asked him what the valuation on the tax rolls for 1954 
had been. He told me it was $251 million, so that the increase in 
tax valuations in that county is growing even more rapidly, $12 million 
a vear, than it did for the 10 prior years. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I want to say one other thing and then I 
wont take more time. This is a great natural resource. In 1950 I 
had the privilege of being a delegate to the World Power Conference 
in London. At that Conference there were no papers read. It was 
the most unusual Conference I have ever attended. The papers had 
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all been printed and distributed and the discussions were limited to 
10 minutes and each speaker was to get up, tell _ he was, who 
he re »presented and where he came from. Well, a former Con- 
gressman and Senator, I took advantage to spe: ak ¢ every time I got a 
chance although I was limited to 10 minutes, which was rather bad 
for any Senator. And after I spoke, the engineers from all over 
the world began to come to me and talk to me about the Columbia 
River system. I kept a count; 43 men from 20 different countries 
came to me and everyone of them said, “Mr. Dill, you have in the 
Columbia River the greatest power river on earth.” I said “I keep 
elling that, but why do you say it?” We have studied the topography, 
there is no other river in the world which, together with its tributaries, 
can produce so much low-cost power as the Columbia River system. 
They came from South America, they came from Australia, they came 
from Russia, they came from all the countries of E urope so I say we 
have here this tremendous power river and it behooves us to think 
of it in terms of the entire drainage area. 

The three dams to be built by the Idaho Power Co., there is no 
obje tion to them, but they lose to use the storage of > million acre 
feet, or less maybe, whatever it is to make possible the use of that 
water in the 8 dams built and to be built on the lower Snake and 

lower Columbia. I am not a statistician or an engineer, and 
my figures may not be exactly correct, but they will illustrate the 
point [ want to make. I am told that it requires 2 barrels of oil 
to make a thousand kilowatts of electricity. On that basis it would 
require 48, approximately 50 barrels of oil to produce a thousand 
kilowatts of power per day. Now, if you will figure a little bit, see 
where that leads you to? There is about 550,000 more kilowatts of 
firm power available, more or less, there is a whole series of com- 
binations that can be made up if we use the storage system of Hells 
Canyon than if we use the low-dam system. It would take 50,000 
oil wells running 50 barrels a day to produce the power that will be 
forever lost if we fail to store this water in Hells Canyon. What 
would you think of a power commission, what would the country think 
of an administration that would lease Government-oil land to an oil 
company to develop it, knowing that 550 wells producing 50 barrels 
a day would be capped forever and the oil could never be used. 

The difference is, of course, that the oil well would run out some 
time but this power made by water coming down from the hills will 
never run out. You can’t afford, ladies and gentlemen, for the sake 
of temporary advantage—though it may be of sooner getting the 
power—you can’t afford to throw away for future generations in 
this hydroelectric area 3 million acre-feet of storage. Today we 
are 35 percent cut off in interruptible power because of the lack of 
storage. The shortsightedness of our international statesmen that 
permits the waters of the Columbia from Canada to roll away in 
waste to the sea is to me a tragic thing. 

I have bcen working for years to try and bring about an arrange 
ment whereby the two countries would store that water and make 
possible the production of millions of kilowatts for both British Co 
lumbia and the United States. What I have said about oil is true 
about coal. You can figure it out thissame way. What I want to leay 
with you is the thought that you should develop this Sn: 7" River 
which is the mightiest of the tributaries of the Columbia—it has 37 
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tributaries—its mightiest should be developed as the Columbia is being 
developed, for the long future and make southern Idaho a part of t! 
great Columbia River system, instead of being an isolated area f 
only by one power company. I thank you very much. 

Senator Nevsurcer. Thank you Senator Dill. We are pleased 
have had you with us today. The next witness is Mr. James C. Schill, 
Jr., Paseo, Wash. I understand he is representing himself. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES C. SCHILL, JR., PASCO, WASH. 


Mr. Scutty. That’s right, sir. Mr. Chairman and members of t 
committee, I am a farmer out here on the Pasco Heights project. O 
the assumption that the proposed multipurpose Hells Canyon Da: 
would be built in the very near future, and that it would lead to t 
development of an irrigation project made up of the higher soil classe 
located in a favorable climatic region, I for one woul T be in favor of 
its construction. 

Those of us that have taken an active part in the creation and d 
velopment of an irrigated farm area realize its potential. Crop pr 
duction figures from irrigated areas are, after all, one of the measur 
of national wealth. I will not attempt to quote figures here at thi 
time, but a drive through the Columbia Basin would demonstrate 
beyond a doubt what can be done with water. The transformation of 
barren wasteland to highly productive acres is as old as time itself 
but still none the less awe-inspiring. I’m not a believer of empire 
building in a sense of the word, that is to say, a regimented societ) 
looking to the Government to do everything. However, for the Gov 
ernment to make the initial step to build a multipurpose dam which 
calls for long-range financing and vision, doing a job for the good 
of the people to come is something else again. But it is after all, 
private initiative and enterprise that will establish the farms, the 
transportation, and the cities with their industries and services. 

This was the plan of some very farsighted men a good many years 
ago when they laid the groundwor k for the Columbia Basin. © The 
consideration of a Hells Canyon Dam warrants the same careful plan- 
ning and farsightedness. The forecast of the needs of our Nation are 
plain enough. The trend of land abandonment has already been set. 
Although at present we are faced with a food surplus, the day will come 
when we will find it necessary to develop our agricultural potential to 
itsmaximum. A more realistic world trade program, war, the gradual 
abandonment of our old and far less productive agricultural areas and 
the increase in population will in not too many years, absorb this sur 
plus and create a greater demand on our soils. 

In time of war and peace our overwhelming strength has been found 
in our ability to produce not only the manufactured goods but the food 
necessary to keep ourselves and our allies. With the world situation 
as tense as it is this power to produce must be expanded to the fullest. 

The magnitude of a dam such as this calls for the consideration of 
even the remotest possibility of future use. We cannot build for the 
yresent but rather for the foreseeable needs of the country. With the 
bailding of a dam which has irrigation as one of its uses, we would 
open up a new source of food, an area for our expanding population, 
and new markets for our manufactured goods. What could possibly 
be more farsighted than this. 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you. The next witness is Mr. Charles 
Baker, representing the Pacific Supply Cooperative of W alla Walla, 
Wash. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES BAKER, PACIFIC SUPPLY COOPERATIVE 
OF WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Charles Baker; I am the secretary and general manager of the 
Pacific Suppl) Cooperative. My home is Walla Walla, Wash. Pa 

ific Supply Cooperative is a large farm cooperative engaged in fur 
nishing basic farm supplies to some fifty-seven thousand farmers in 

States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, as well as marketing 
many of the farm crops that these farmers produce. We are basically 
nterested in the fertilizer problem of the farmers of the Pacific 
Northwest, in particular, and the farmers of the United States, because 
we all have a common interest in an adequate source of low-cost 
fertilizer to maintain soil fertility. That is particularly important 
as it — to the phosphate needs of the West and of the Middle 
Wes It is a well-known fact that there are two sources of supply 
of siasieiiale rock with which to maintain soil fertility—one in 
Ir bea ida and the other in southern Idaho—which deposits will serve 
the various areas dependent, of course, on transportation costs. Studies 
show that transportation costs to get phosphate fertilizer to far dis- 
tant areas from these two deposits is a very large cost, and naturally. 
we are interested in a project for developing fertilizer which will 
nable us to ship the highest concentrated form of fertilizer with 
he lowest cost per unit. There are two methods of producing phos- 
phate fertilizer by the so-called wet-acid method or the electrie 
furnace process. The acid method would make possible only 48 per- 
cent phosphate, the electric furnace will make highly concentrated 65 
to 67 percent fertilizer, thus cutting freight costs an average of $6 
per ton unitwise on fertilizer moving to these far-distant areas. We 
are interested in the building of Hells € anyon Dam for a very basic 
reason because it is the only source of low-cost power that can be 
produced and brought to the phosphate deposits of southern Idaho. 

Studies that have been made by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
Bonneville Power Administration indicate that power from Hells Can- 
von Dam ean be brought to the phosphate deposits at a cost of not to 
exceed 3 mills and still maintain an amortization rate of the present 
Bonneville power system. Three-mill power in electric furnaces will 
enable us to oe e highly concentrated calcium metaphosphate at a 
cost comparable with any other method, thus effecting great ec onomies 
in transportation of this material to the various areas in the Nation. 

should be pointed out too, that very high analysis, like calcium 
metaphosphate, also reduces very greatly the cost of mixing, the cost 
of bagging, the cost of bringing it to the farmer, so there are many 
ubstantial savings by this policy. 

I think it should be pointed out also that the phosphate deposits of 
southern Idaho are in various stretches, running from 20 percent 
P-205 concentrate to as high as 34 percent. About one-third of these 
deposits are in the highly concentrated range from 30 to 34 percent 
and that is the type that you can only use sulphuri ic acid to process, 








184 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 





whereas with the electric furnace you can process the major portion 
of all the rock in the area. 

Lookin g down the road ahead, that certainly is conservation insof ul 
as concerning a reserve of phosphate rock for future generations. It 
iikewise reduces mining costs, so from the standpoint of the fertilize 
industry, the fertilizer needs ‘of the farmers, the development by 1 
electric-furnace method of highly concentrated calcium metaplhi 
phate, in reduction of transportation costs to reach these markets, the 
reduction of mining and handling costs, the basic importance to the 
farmers of the breadbasket of America, including the Pacific North 
west. My company and some other big cooper atives have 1 very sub- 
stantial holdings in the Soda Springs area of southern Idaho. W<% 
are certainly interested in seeing low-cost power brought to this area 
for the purposes I have just enumerated. We have endeavored { 
secure power from other sources, the area served by the Utah ~ lhe 
Co. and their cost of power is some 7 mills. 

The difference in a ton of superphosphate using a 7-mill price and a 
3-mill price is more than $8 a ton in manufacturing costs and makes 
the use of power at 7 mills prohibitive for fertilizer needs. Tha is 
basic when you look down the road ahead to the very grave impo 
tance of maintaining soil fertility and the great increasing of use 
of phosphate fertilizer, particularly on the wheatlands in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Stimulated use of nitrogen fertilizer in the last 4 or 5 years indicates 
the very basic importance of looking down the road ahead and taking 
steps to make available to the farmers of the United States low-cost 
fertilizer, and we believe that can best be done by low-cost power 
from Hells Canyon Dam. Aside from the fertilizer problem 1 
people believe strongly in the maximum comprehensive development 


of the resources of the Columbia and Snake Rivers. We know what i 
low-cost hydroelectric power has done to bring industries and popu 
lation to the Northwest already. We know how import: int it is looking 


down the road ahead to keep that industry coming, to keep that popu 
lation growing, and to make markets in the home for the products . 
the farmers of the Pacific Northwest rather than to be forced t 
sell them 1.500 to 3,000 miles to far-distant markets at higher a ; 
higher freight rates. 

Looking to the future welfare of the Northwest, we can’t afford 
not to develop to the maximum capacity the water resources of t! 
Columbia and Snake Rivers and such great dams as Hells Canyon 
with its great storage reservoir. 

For these reasons we firmly urge the Congress of the United States 
to pass a bill making possible the immediate construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Baker :) 

My name is Charles Baker. I live at Walla Walla, Wash. I am the secretary 
and general manager of the Pacific Supply Cooperative. Pacific Supply Coop- 
erative is a wholesale farm marketing and supply cooperative, organized under 
the laws of the State of Oregon in 1933, for the purpose of purchasing farm 
supplies for local farm cooperatives in the Northwest and marketing various 
products produced by farmers in the Pacific Northwest. 

Pacific Supply Cooperative is engaged primarily in the supply field of produc- 
ing and supplying petroleum products to farm cooperatives in the Pacific North- 
west, manufacturing and distributing insecticides and fertilizer for farmers in 
the same general area, as well as many other farm supplies such as feed, : 
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oducts, aluminum products, and including automotive needs. Pacific Supply 
s likewise engaged in the marketing of field seeds produced on a large scale 

the Pacific Northwest and sold throughout the entire Nation. Pacific Supply 
Cooperative serves some 90,000 farmer customers in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
and northern California through 127 local farm cooperatives scattered through- 
ut this area. 

I am also vice president and a director of Western Fertilizer Association, a 
nonprofit corporation of farm cooperatives in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Utah, with its primary objective that of finding a source of phosphate fertilizer 
n the Northwest in order to supply the needs of our customers. In 1949, Western 
Fertilizer Association leased 1,500 acres of phosphate lands in eastern Idaho, 
near Soda Springs, and undertook making engineering investigations for the 
purpose of mining and processing fertilizer there. These deposits contain more 
than 25 million tons of phosphate rock. Pacific Supply Cooperative has approxi- 
mately 47% percent of the total capital invested in Western Fertilizer Asso- 
ciation. 

Pacific, as a supplier of fertilizer to its customers, has a direct interest in 
phosphate fertilizer development. We are convinced that the Hells Canyon 
roject and low-cost power supplied from that area will best enable us to develop 
these sources of phosphate fertilizer. It is the only source of low-cost power 
lose enough to Soda Springs to serve the area, and if the studies made by 
ompetent engineers in the Bureau of Reclamation and Bonneville Power Admin- 
stration in the past are to be relied upon—and we believe they are—it would be 
entirely possible to integrate the power from Hells Canyon Dam with the Bonne- 
ville grid system and deliver power into the phosphate-rock area of south Idaho 
at a cost not in excess of 3 mills, and still amortize the cost of the dam and 
transmission lines, in keeping with the present program under the Bonneville 
system. 

With respect to the phosphate fertilizer situation in the United States, it is 

recognized fact that the two sources of supply are the deposits in Florida and 
the deposits in southeastern Idaho. Freight rates, of course, determine the area 
which can best be served from each deposit. 

We must recognize that large quantities of phosphate are needed for soil 
conservation. The domestic need for phosphate fertilizer, as determined by 
Waggeman and Bell, shows that 47 percent of the phosphate needs of the West 
ind the Midwest could best be served from the Idaho deposits under proper 
processing methods. It should be recognized that a large percentage of the 
Idaho deposits of phosphate rock are less than 380 percent P.0;, and this lower 
grade cannot be processed unless the electric furnace method is used. This means 
that at least three times as much of the phosphate deposits can be utilized if the 
electric furnace method is used, as can be done by the wet-acid process 

\ second important factor is that a higher concentration of phosphate fertilizer 
can be produced by the electro process. By the use of electrical energy, which 
vould produce elemental phosphorus, phosphate fertilizer producers can make 
alcium metaphosphate containing from 65 percent to 67 percent P.O;. The 
cost of producing a ton of P.O; in either form by the electro process is about the 
same. Calcium metaphosphate, however, has the advantage of higher concen- 
tration, Which reduces the cost of freight, as well as mixing, bagging, and 
handling. For example, a typical freight rate of $9.60 per ton for moving 
fertilizers from Idaho to the Midwest point or the Pacific coast would amount 
to $20 per ton of P.O; for concentrated superphosphate and only $14.77 per ton 
of P.O; for the 65-percent calcium metaphosphate. 

Since the present use is in excess of 300,000 tons of superphosphate fertilizer 
n the 17 Western States alone, and with this tonnage growing rapidly as the 
wheatlands of the Pacific Northwest start using it, and with 600,000 acres of 
the Columbia Basin rapidly going under cultivation, it can be seen that the 
tonnage will increase rapidly to where not less than 1 million tons a year should 
be distributed from the Soda Springs area. Freight savings on this amount alone 
would run more than S6 million annually 

We quote 7 mills as being the cost quoted to Central Farmers Fertilizer Co 
for power in the amount of 50,000 kilowatts by the Utah Power Co., who serve 
Soda Springs area. 

Thus, from the foregoing it readily becomes apparent: 

1. That low-cost power could be made available in the Seda Springs area 
from Hells Canyon Dam 

2. That practically all of the phosphate rock in the deposit could be processed 
readily by the electric furnace, whereas not to exceed one-third of the rock 
could be processed by the wet-acid method 
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3. The electric furnace process will make possible the manufacture of calciu: 
metaphosphate thus greatly reducing the freight cost on shipments goi 
both east and west at an estimated savings on 1 million tons of fertilizer of no; 
less than $6 million annually. 

In addition, highly concentrated fertilizer eliminates further cost to th: 
farmer by requiring less bags and less handling. It is also possible with th: 
electric furnace process to make feed grade phosphorus for feed requiremen 
in the western half of the United States. 

Since it takes approximately 2,100 kilowatt-hours of electricity to produc 
a ton of 48 percent concentrated superphosphate, each increase of 1 mill i: 
the cost of electric power increases the cost of concentrated superphosphat 
at the plant by $2.10 per ton. The difference between 3 mills and 7 mills fo 
power, therefore, amounts to $8.40 per ton of 48 percent concentrated supe) 
phosphate. Thus it is readily apparent that 7-mill power is too costly for 
fertilizer production. 

Aside from the great economic value of Hells Canyon Dam as a source of low 
cost power for the manufacture of high analysis phosphate fertilizer in th 
Soda Springs area, we submit that the program has great economic value to the 
entire Pacific Northwest from the standpoint of a large storage reservoir which 
ean readily store floodwaters of the Snake River, thus helping reduce flood 
hazards in the lower stretches of the river as well as provide upstream storage 
which will aid greatly in firming up power at all downstream dams when the 
streamflow is low during the wintertime. 

The Pacific Northwest is a region of rapidly growing population. We must 
have jobs for these people, and low cost hydro power in ever-increasing quantities 
by developing the hydro potential of the Columbia and Snake Rivers as a source 
of energy which will bring electrochemical and electrometallurgical industries 
in great number to the Pacific Northwest. This means jobs for people, and 
jobs for people means better markets at home for the products of the farmers 
of the Northwest rather than to be forced to ship 500 to 3,000 miles to far 
distant markets. 

We strongly urge that the Congress take immediate steps to authorize and 
construct the Hells Canyon Dam. 


Senator Neusercer. Thank you. Because of the exigency of some 


travel schedules, at the request of the chairman I am going to make a 
slight revision in the statements of the proponents. Is Mr. Kenfield 
ofthe Farmers Union of Montana here at the present time? Mr. Ken- 
field, we'll be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD KENFIELD, EDITOR, MONTANA FARMERS 
UNION NEWS 


Mr. Kenrieip. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Leonard Kenfield. I reside at Great Falls, Mont. I am the editor 
of the Montana Farmers Union News. On instructions from Presi- 
dent D. W. Chapman I am appearing here for the Montana Farmers 
Union urging passage of S. 1333, a bill to authorize Federal con 
struction, operation, and maintenance of the multipurpose Hells Can 
yon Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon. 

Throughout the State of Montana we have in our organization 
about 14,500 farm-family members most of whom are also members of 
25 REA associations. Many of our members live in western Montana 
and along the Columbia watershed where they use electric energy on 
their farms. Our members are vitally concerned about having ample 
supplies of power, and they are greatly interested in the wise use of 
our land and water resources. Furthermore, they are becoming in- 
creasingly aware of the need for low cost fertilizer. 

I would like to read to you sections from the policy and program 
of the Montana Farmers Union for 1955 adopted at the annual State 
convention in Great Falls, Mont., October 1954: 
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Growing unemployment, shortage of power and productive materials make 
t more necessary than ever that we have more river valley development. * * * 

The development of public power is of the greatest importance to the main- 
tenance of modern agriculture and the expansion of industry. Rural electric- 
power systems serving millions of farm families and many of our population 
centers where business is falling off badly need ample supplies of low-cost power. 

We deem the reversal of our longstanding public-power program by the present 
administration as a dangerous situation and call for an immediate abandonment 
of this policy and the resumption of a program of planning and construction of 
mu'tiznurnose projects utilizing the power potentials to the utmost wherever 
feasible. * * * 

ye condemn the proposed so-called partnership between the private-power 
combines of the West where the taxpayers will be called upon to build the auams 
and the companies will get the profit. * * * 

We oppose the spoilage of the multipurpose Hells Canyon Dam project where 
the administration is willing to permit the Idaho Power Co. to build three small 
dams in that area. 

An indication of the power needs in our State can be seen in a news 

story in the Montana Rural Electric News for October 1954, which 
carried this significant headline: Growing Power Needs Shown at 
State Meeting. The Montana Rural Electric News is the official paper 
voing to more than 30,000 rural electric consumer-owners of the asso 
ciation that make up the Montana State Rural Electric Association. 

In the body of the news story referred to above we find this startling 
statement as part of an account of the annual meeting of the State 
association in Sidney, Mont., October 7 and 8, 1954: 

One of the direst needs of the entire State program now and for years to 
come will be adequate, low-cost power, it was brought out. Demands for elec- 
tricity are rising phenomenally through all Montana rural areas. The average 
kilowatt usage in most areas is far above the national average. 

The resolutions of the group of Montana REA associations calling 
for construction of several more Federal power projects and trans 
mission lines support that statement for more power supplies. 

I wish to make it clear here I am not speaking for the rural elec- 
tric associations of Montana. I merely cite this information, which is 
available to the public, to show the power needs. 

Now there is a relationship between the rural power needs in Mon- 
tana and the Hells Canyon Federal project as proposed in S. 1333. 
For several years, I have been informed, power from our Federal 
Fort Peck-Dam near Glasgow, in eastern Montana, has been going 
into the Northwest power pool. Thus we in Montana are contribut- 
ing to the power supplies of the Pacific Northwest. The construction 
of Hells Canyon would give a sizeable boost to power output in the 
Northwest and would raise the level of supply so that the drain on 
Fort Peck will not be as heavy as now, making more power available 
for local users. Certainly our farmers and ranchers i in western Mon- 
tana will benefit by the additional kilowatts Hells Canyon will bring 
into the Federal power system of the Columbia. Our farmers and 
ranchers are turning more and more to use of fertilizer, ree ially in 
our many valleys and even on some of the dryland areas. F ertilizer 
consumption in Montana has doubled since 1949. The agricultural 
experiment station at Montana State College tells us that in many 
parts of our State soils are deficient in phosphorus and are bordering 
on deficiency in other elements required by growing plants. There 
is every indication that the need for fertilizer will become critical in 
the future. One of the main drawbacks to wider use of fertilizer 
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in our State now is the high freight charge which is related to ow 
great distance from —— supplies. 

We live near one of the Nation’s richest phosphate-deposit regions 
lying in southeastern Idaho and northeastern Utah. Some phosphate 
deposits also lie in southwestern Montana. The Farmers Union Cen- 
tral Exchange, along with other farmer cooperatives forming the 
Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., now holds substantial shares of the 
phosphate deposits in southeast Idaho. Furthermore, the National 
Farmers Union holds considerable phosphate-deposit properties in 
northeast Utah. 

Present power supplies are inadequate and too costly for proper 
development of these resources. Only low-cost electric energy will 
hasten the development of this latent fertilizer industry that would 
serve millions of farmers in Midwest, Central, and Southern United 
States along with many of our own Montana farmers. The entire 
Nation has a stake in the agricultural benefits in the form of im- 
proved crops, higher yields per acre, and reduced farm costs that would 
result from this fertilizer program sparked by the extra power that 
is possible from Hells Canyon. We must remember our national 
population is growing Br is expected to reach 200 million by 1975. 
Meanwhile the number of tillable acres remains stationary for the 
most part, and the cultivated land is fast losing its fertility. 

Hells Canyon, of course, will mean more jobs and the benefits of low- 
cost power will stimulate industry in the Northwest. Forward-look- 
ing farm people realize their fortunes are closely linked to a thriving 
business and industrial economy. The contributions Hells Canyon 
would make toward more earning power for many of our citizens 
would mean an expanded outlet for farm commodities. In addition, 
such expansion of the economy would also expand the taxpaying 
ability of the citizens and thus strengthen the civic life. 

We urge passage of S. 1333, authorizing construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard on this 
very important subject. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you Mr. Kenfield. The next witness is 
the representative of the Washington State CIO Council, Mr. Daniel 
Bandmann. Mr. Bandmann is accompanied by Mr. Leo Goodman, 
secretary of the CIO national committee on resource development. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL BANDMANN, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON 
STATE CIO COUNCIL 


Mr. BaNpMANN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
Dan Bandmann, president of the Washington State CIO Council. 
In support of the council’s position in this matter, the council has 
called upon the National CIO for aid in presenting its case. With 
the chairman’s permission, I would like to ask Mr. Goodman to 
proceed. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Goodman, we will be pleased to hear from 
you. 
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STATEMENT OF LEO GOODMAN, SECRETARY OF THE CIO NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, POWER, AND WATER 
RESOURCES 


Mr. GoopMAn. My name is Leo Goodman, Washington, D.C. Iam 
secretary of the C IO national committee on atomic energy, power, and 
resources development. I am here in support of S. 1333, which will 
authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells 
Canyon project by the Bureau of Reclamation. The CIO has not only 
endorsed Hells Canyon Dam and the principles of full development it 
embodies, but has been one of the most active supporters of the gallant 
fight the people of this region have engaged in since 1953 to protect 
this tremendous river resource from being handed over to the Idaho 
Power Co. 

We of CIO are very proud that, when you say our letters quickly, 
CIO, it reminds you of two great river bodies in this country, the 
Columbia and the Colorado. We endorsed the fullest possible de- 
velopment of both of these river bodies. We note one of these bodies 
has been endorsed and supported in the Congress by Republicans and 
the other of these developments is being supported by Democrats. 
We feel that this issue is nonpartisan and should be nonpartisan. 

I am sorry that our friend, Senator Watkins, who was with the 
committee in its earlier days, isn’t here because we have made an 
effort to meet the problems and meet the issues which he has raised 
regarding the development of this area and I would like to make 
reference, as has already been made in the record, to the earlier reports 
which have been filed on the technical aspects of this dam I have 
and would like to make reference here to the report of Mr. J. R. Riter, 
Chief of the Hydrology Branch Project Planning Division of the 

sureau of Reclamation, dated June 15, 1953. Mr. Riter, who was 
tues to the Senator from Utah and is a student of the chief sup- 
porter of the upper Colorado storage branch, wrote a report on the 
prime power production and costs of generation of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam and the alternative plans for the same reach of the 
river. On contrasting and studying the 4 possibilities, the high 
dam with 3,880,000 acre-feet of live storage capacity, the 3-dam plan 
with 1 million acre-feet of live storage c: “apac ‘ity, the 5-dam plan with 
run-of-river storage dams at Sturgill, Bay Horse, Brownlee, Oxbow, 
and Hells Canyon; the 2-dam plan with 1 million acre-feet of live 
storage capacity, Mr. Riter concluded that there are 900,000 kilowatts 
of prime power available from the high dam at Hells Canyon, only 
610,000 kilowatts from the 3-dam plan, and 620,000 kilowatts from 
the 2-dam plan. This report, in our opinion, meets the requests for 
proof of engineering feasibility of the high dam which was requested 
by the Senators who support the upper Colorado storage project. 
Thus, the situation reverts to the fact that two river basins are similar 
in nature and should be developed in their fullest and to their maxi- 
mum potential. CIO urges that the full development of these basins 
be on a nonpartisan basis and asks both parties to support the develop- 
ment of both rivers to their maximum. 

From the standpoint of feasible projects, this river, the Columbia 
and its tributaries, contains more than 40 percent of the Nation’s 
hydro potential. Perhaps some of you do not fully understand the 
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relationship between Hells Canyon and your own area downstream. 
In the debate that was raging so long on this issue, it may have been 
lost to sight. Iam talking about the importance of upstream storag 
to downstream progress. The same problem we have on the Colorado. 
I am talking about the vital role that the upstream storage on Hell 

Canyon will play in aiding the downstream areas in obtaining a firm 
supply of year-round power from the run of river dams like Bonn 

ville, McNary, The Dalles and hopefully, John Day and the four 
lower Snake River projects of the Corps of Army Engineers. 

Right now I have learned that the Bonneville ‘Power Administra 
tion had been forced to curtail interruptible power deliveries t: 
the industrial customers. This has been brought about by extremely 
low flows on the Columbia River for the most part, and to some extent 
by unseasonable cold. I recall the reports of the winter of 1952, 
where the water carried by the Columbia dropped to a point where it 
was necessary to resort to a power brownout, suspension of inter- 
ruptible power deliveries, and standby steam generation at excessive 
rates. I have read that this forced aluminum plants to shut down, 
threw hundreds of people out of work including members of CIO 
unions, reduced production of products essential to both defense and 
peacetime uses. 

Of the 1,124,000 kilwatts of prime power which Bonneville Power 
Administration estimates would be added to the central Columbia 
River power system by the construction of Hells Canyon, 436,000 
kilowatts or about 39 percent come from the release of impounded 
waters through 8 downstream dams, in operation, under construction 
or authorized. 

(Whereupon Mr. Goodman read from his prepared statement, which 
appears immediately following his oral testimony.) 

I would like to discuss at this time, Mr. Chairman, one item which 
has come up repeatedly in connection with the hearings that you 
have held regarding the possibilities of competition of this hydro de- 
velopment w ‘ith atomic ene rgy. Very fortunately we are located and 
holding this hearing in the center of one of the greatest developments 
of atomic energy that is known to mankind, here at the plant at Han- 
ford. The General Electric Co., acting on a contract for the Atomic 
Energy Commission, has developed the greatest plutonium production 
plant in the world. I said the greatest because it is the only one. 
General Electric Co. has a monopoly here of development of plu 
tonium in the world. General Electric has delayed the application 
of modern science and technology to the development of heat-gen- 
erated and plutonium product development of power and energy 
resources. 

And I think this Congress should take steps to investigate the effect 
of this monopoly upon the delay and development of electric power 
from atomic energy, but the question has been raised as to whether 
or not the development of the power from atomic energy will not make 
hydro power obsolete and so I have secured for the benefit of the 
committee the latest authoritative information on that subject. Mr. 
Kenneth Davis, Director of the Division of Reactor Development, 
released just a few days ago and first a statement. entitled “Nuclear 
Power Industry Development,” and I would like to read from it for 
you just a few quotations in this statement which so vitally and com- 
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pletely refutes, in my opnion, the argument which has been raised 
that atomic development will in any way make obsolete the power 
needs, the power development from the Hells Canyon Dam. I am not 
reading the full statement, Mr. Chairman, but I would like permission 
to put ‘the entire statement from the Atomic E nergy Commission into 
the record at this point. 

Senator Nreupercer. Id like to also say at this time, that not only 
the statement from the Atomic Energy Commission but. we would 
like the report of Mr. Riter left with the committee as part of the 
committee record because you have just quoted fragmentarily from 
t and we would like to have it in full for the committee’s use. 

Mr. Goopman. I'd be glad to leave it. Mr. Davis says in part: 

Costs as low as $80 to $100 per kilowatt of capacity for the nuclear boiler, 
that is, including the first core, have been estimated for nuclear power plants 
if 75,000 to 150,000 kilowatts of electrical capacity. While this is still sub 
tantially more than the $40 to $70 per kilowatt for conventional boilers of the 
same size, it is definitely encouraging. Our very first full-scale nuclear power 
plant, the pressurized water reactor now under construction at Shippingport, 
Pa., is expected to have a reactor boiler cost of $87,500,000 for 60,000 kilowatts 
of electrical capability—over $600 per kilowatt. 

The most inefficient design was deliberately chosen for this first 
power reactor being built in Shippingport in order to show that a pri- 
vate enterprise could ultimately do it cheaper because the first reactor 
built under Government control was the design most deliberately 
chosen because it was known to be less efficient in power production 
from atomic energy and I want to take this opportunity to pay credit 
to your colleague, Senator Wayne Morse for the leadership which he 
gave in the Senate of the United States when this complicated subject 
was brought in the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. And he and 
his colleagues who brought home to the American people and to the 
Congress the significance of the attempted steal in the amendment 
to the Atomic Energy Act which was offered in the Congress last year. 

This item, whic he illustrates what the Director of the Reactor De- 
velopment says, that it is now possible to build a nuclear boiler at a 
cost of $80 to $100 in contrast to Shippingport’s reactor which is still 
under construction which has a cost of $600 per kilowatt. Later Mr. 
Davis adds: 

It seems to me that the generating capability of the Nation should increase 
from the current level of approximately 100 million kilowatts to more than 
200 million by 1965 and to nearly 400 million by 1975. I think that the corres 
ponding power generated might go from the current level of nearly 500 billion 
kilowatt-hours to more than 1,000 billion in 1965 and to nearly 2,000 billion in 
L975 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Goodman, I'd like to interrupt 1 minute, 
vou have had 20 minutes now and I wonder, we should have concluded 
at 12 o’clock and there is only limited time for the proponents and 
opponents so would it be possible to leave Mr. Davis’ whole statement 
for the record of the committee and to conclude fairly soon because 
we do have limited time. 

Mr. Goopman. I'd be happy to do so. I would like to read his 
concluding statement which shows that the amount of power that will 
be produced from nuclear energy will be a very small part of the 
amount, with the passing of years, that the increase in power require 
ment will have in the country as a whole, and at this time I would 
like to have Mr. Bandmann conclude our statement. 
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(The documents referred to by Mr. Goodman appear with the 
exhibits. ) 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Goodman. 

Mr. BanpmMann. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we i 
the labor movement stand with the farmers in desiring to protect and 
best utilize the region’s water resources. We have looked behind the 
attack of the Idahe Power Co. which is rising as a specter of the loss 
of Idaho’s water to downstream power purposes. We believe this 
charge is absurd and will note that we have yet to find any incident 
of a public power development depriving upstream water users of the 
water for consumptive purposes. We believe that the provisions in 
corporated in S. 1853 adequately protect Idaho's rights to upstream 
water for future expansion. 

This job is only beginning. ‘The Northwest is within the space of 
a few years to pass into a power shortage. By the mid 1950’s it will 
reach such proporti ons that it will constitute a m: jor block to its con 
tinued expansion. It is irresponsible to await the shortage to develop 
before doing anything about it. We must plan now and the situation 
is such in the Northwest that the major utilities’ responsibilities 
should be assumed by the Federal Government. It has the respons! 
bility to the REA, the public utility districts, the industrial con 
sumers, yes, even to the private power companies which depend to a 
large extent downstream upon the low-cost Federal power to the 
ultimate consumer. Since 1949 there has been a joint, comprehensive 
plan to bring new major projects into being. There is a plan agreed 
upon by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engineers 
in 1949. It is probably the most exhaustive engineering and economic 
study of land, water and people that has ever been drawn together in 
one whole. 

Hells Canyon was and is a most important upstream storage ele 
ment of that plan. I am aware of no such study or approach to the 
problem of developing the people’s resources in this great river basin 
undertaken by any power company nor any employees of power com 
panies. They are just not pean eeans to do such a thing. This is a 
a matter for the people and their Government to dec ide. upon in the 
best interests of the region and the Nation. They must never allow 
such a power to pass from them into the hands of private monopoly 
by default, by being blinded by self-serving propaganda, to accept 
then, under the duress of expediency anything less than a maximum 
development of the water resources of the Columbia. 

The stake the CIO holds in this, we of the CIO, is great both as 
working people and as citizens. The labor movement is interested 
in jobs, higher wages, good working conditions. It is also interested 
in working to the utmost to help achieve an expanding econom) 
whereby a growing labor force will always find opportunity for em- 
ployment, buy goods from merchants and farmers, educate its chil 
dren, and pay its share of taxes to maintain government. 

The E mployment Act of 1946 establishes the policy of the Federal 
Government as being that of using all of its resources in cooperation 
with those of farmers, labor, and business to achieve maximum em- 
ployment and high wages. Here is one dramatic incident of need 
for Federal Government to act in the full spirit of that policy and 
under the powers of the Congress defined in the Constitution and the 
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arious statutes establishing overall programs to carry forward the 
0-year policy of Feder: al leadership and responsibility in developing 
ou ‘rivers. 

On behalf of the CIO I once more urge that S. 1333 be enacted into 
law with the utmost speed and the great Hells Canyon project author- 
‘zed for immediate construction. ‘Thank you very much. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Bandmann:) 


Mv name is Daniel Bandmann, of Spokane, Wash I represent the Spokane 
County CIO Council, which is affiliated with the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations. 

On behalf of my organization I want to strongly urge the passage of S. 1333 
vhich will authorize the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Our membership has supported the idea of a great multipurpose storage dam 
at Hells Canyon since it was first proposed by the United States Corps of Army 
Engineers of the Department of the Army in 1948. 

Of the 10,000 members who are affiliated with the Spokane County CIO 
council, 75 percent work in the light-metals industry, and they know that the 
light metals industry operates in the Northwest solely because of an abundance 
of cheap electric power. 

During the last 9 years thousands of jobs have been lost because of the forced 

rtailment of production due to the lack of water storage in the tributaries 
of the ulediaaes 


Time and time again our employers have been forced to lay off thousands of 
men and women because of lack of power during the fall and winter months 
The aluminum industry is the fastest growing basic eee in the United 
States, vet the expansion which is taking place throughout the ition has halted 
in this area In 1946, the + soon = rthwest produced 50 percent of the Nation’s 
supply of aluminum. In 1954, we produced 33 percent, and by the end of 1955 


ve will have produced avatan le ss than 30 percent. 

It is estimated that in the next 20 years the State of Washington will have a 
be pulation increase of a million and a half people, which will necessitate the 

nding of 522,000 new jobs. Of these 522,000 new jobs, 166,000 must come from 
Soak industries. It has been reliably calculated that only 33,000 new jobs can 
he found in our present industries, which fill make it necessary for 133,000 

bs to come from electrometallurgical and electrochemical industries 

Yet despite this record of loss of employment to thousands and the prospeet 
of further curtailments together with the enormous task of finding thousands of 
new jobs for the certain area increase in population, there have been no new or 
additional dams authorized in the last 2 years. It is almost certain that if there 
is no new construction authorized by 1958 there will be further curtailment in 
present employment. 

Let me make clear that our great need is low-cost power. Any considerable 
increase in the present Bonneville power rate or a reversion to a private power 
company rate such as that rate charged by the Idaho Power Co. would effee- 
tively halt any eXpansion in the aluminum industry and force the aluminum 
producers to operate in another area 

In these few remarks I have stressed power production because it concerns 
our members’ jobs and opportunities for the future, but I do not wish to under- 
estimate the enormous advantage that would accrue to the region and the Nation 
from the standpoint of flood control, irrigation, conservation, recreation, and 
other industrial expansion. 

From a defense standpoint alone the construction of the high dam at Hells 
Canyon is necessary. 

The greatest natural asset of this area is the energy-producing potential that 
comes from the power of falling water. We have an obligation te try and 
utilize that potential asset to its fullest extent. Only through the orderly and 
complete development of the water system of the Columbia and its tributaries 
into one integral unit can this utilization be made. 

Therefore, we of the CIO who live and work in the Inland Empire respectfully 
request this committee’s favorable consideration of the Senate bill 8S. 1833. 








194 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


(The following letter was also filed by Mr. Bandmann:) 
United States Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee: 

Local 329 of the United Steelworkers of America comprised of aluminum 
reduction-plant workers recognizes the need for stabilizing reservoirs, complete 
hydroelectric utilization and integration, and irrigation development. At this 
time the plant in which we work is forced to buy high-priced steam-generated 
power in order to maintain full. production through a low-water period, while 
water that could be used for generation facilities is escaping full utilization. 

Industrial development in the Northwest has already surpassed the rosiest 
dreams of the early day supporters of Coulee Dam. Additional industria] 
expansion is presently being retarded by failure to carry out the full Columbia 
watershed hydroelectric-development program. 

We also recognize that the power potential at Hells Canyon Dam site is only 
a part of the power potential that such a storage reservoir would provide. The 
dams below that site that are either now in existence or proposed are dependent 
cn Hells Canyon storage potential for their full development. 

Industrial expansion has already brought about an increase in population 
This population increase can vse the increased agricultural production from the 
related irrigation projects. We in labor appreciate the beneficial effect thes« 
projects have on our standard of living. 

We also are mindful of the flocd-control features and the need for this contro] 
comes back to us every time that we are reminded of the Vanport, Oreg., disas 
ter in 1948 in which so many workers and their families unnecessarily lost thei: 
lives or possessions. ’ 

Yours very truly, 
Davin I. Hutenins, 
Legislative Chairman, Local 329, USA-CIO. 


(The following statement was filed by Mr. Leo Goodman :) 


My name is Leo Goodman, Washington, D. C. I am secretary of the CIO 
national committee on atomic energy, power and resources development. |! 
am here in support of 8S. 1333 which will authorize the construction, operation 
and maintenance of the Hells Canyon project by the Bureau of Reclamation 

My union has not only endorsed Hel!s Canyon Dam and the principles of full 
development it embodies, but has been one of the most active supporters of the 
gallant fight the people of this region have engaged in since 1953 to protect this 
tremendous river resource from being handed over to the Idaho Power Co. 

A region, a nation, or an entire civilization may forget it, but land and water 
condition the material limits of that civilization, and the extent of its ability 
to provide a best possible existence for the people who live there. Neither land 
nor water are limitless. Therefore, the responsibility of people is to p'an, use 
and conserve, so that what has been provided by nature is not only brought to full 
production but is not wasted nor depleted in the process. 

Here in the Pacific Northwest is a young region with a vast and still largely 
untouched natural resource that is poured out in prodigal waste into the Pacifi 
Ocean every year. I am speaking of the Columbia River system which holds 
nearly 40 percent of the hydroelectric resources of the United States. 

Frem the standpoint of feasible projects this river and its tributaries contain 
more than 60 percent of the Nation’s hydro potential. But to the present on'y 13 
percent of the more than 30 million kilowatts on the Columbia have been har- 
nessed. Eighty-seven percent of its falling waters are still wasted. 

At the same time, the projects which have been built by the Federal Govern 
ment to generate bydroelectric energy, control floods, aid in navigation and 
irrigation of lands, have demonstrated what can be accomplished for the welfare 
of both region and Nation, by what has already been accomplished. 

Here in the State of Washington, the industrial development has been phe- 
nomenal since the early days of World War II when Grand Coulee and Bonne 
ville Dams, bitterly opposed by the same private power companies which now 
oppose Hells Canyon, came on the line with the low-cost power that aided so 
formidably in our fight to save democracy. 

The communities in this very area where we meet today are in the main 
the net results of this kind of development. The population increases which 
have taken place, the new industries, the thriving towns and cities, the great 
atomic plant at Hanford, are all monuments to the wisdom of a policy of 
resource development which must be continued and accelerated. 
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Perhaps some of you do not understand fully the relationship between Hells 
Canyou and your own area downstream. In the debate that has raged so long 
on this issue it may have been lost to sight. 

I am talking about the importance of upstream storage to downstream prog- 
ress. I am talking about the vital role that the upstream storage at Hells Can- 
yon will play in aiding the downstream areas in obtaining a firm supply of 
year-around power from their run of river dams like Bonneville and McNary, 
the Dales, and hopefuliy, John Day and the tour lower Snake projects of the 
Corps of Army Engineers. 

Right now I have learned that the Bonneville Power Administration has been 
forced to curtail interruptible power deliveries to industrial customers. This 
has been brought about by extremely low flows on Columbia River for the most 
part, and to some degree by unseasonable cold. 

1 recall the reports of the winter of 1952, where the water carried by the 
Columbia, dropped to a point where it was necessary to resort to a power 
brownout, suspension of interruptible power deliveries, and standby steam gen- 
eration at excessive rates. I have read that this forced aluminum plants to shut 
down, threw hundreds of people out of work including members of CIO unions, 
reduced production of products essential to both defense and peacetime uses. 

My question is this: Why is this necessary. Because there is a lack of 
upstream storage which will fill in these periods of low flow—Hungry Horse 
Dam in Montana is already alleviating this situation to a degree. Upstream 
on Snake River is another project which, except for the obstruction of the Idaho 
Power Co., could have Leen under construction 3 years ago, preparing to store 
nearly 4 million acre-feet of water from the Snake River during the heavy 
spring and early summer runoffs when the Columbia is likewise at its peak 
{hen in the fall and early winter months, the gates would open at Hell’s Canyon 
Daim, and the wheels on the downstream generators would continue to turn out 
additional amounts of power instead of being obliged to lessen production, or even 
be turned off. 

if the lower Columbia area is ever to escape this threat, which as your liberal 

d distin ushed senior Senator, Mr. Mavnuson, described on the floor of the 
Senate when he spoke out for Hells Canyon, as a sword of Damocles hanging 
over the entire region, then it is only by going upstream that it can be done. 

I am well aware of the interest of Washington and Oregon in the John Day 
project. I am well aware of the interest of Washington and northern Idaho in 
the four lower Snake River dams—Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Lower 
Granite, and Little Goose. All these have been authorized by the Congress 

Itut unless there is substantial storage such as is provided by Hells Canyon 
project to release throvgh the turbines of these run-of-river projects, their 
power production will be substantially reduced. In the case of the four Lower 
Snake projects, testimony by a representative of the Corps of Army Engineers 
in hearings last year threw a grave shadow on their economic feasibility without 

ve upstream storage releases to firm-up their power output. 

Of the 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power which Bonneville Power Admin 
istration experts estimate would be added to the Federal Columbia Kiver power 
System by the construction of Hells Canyon, 436,000 kilowatts, or about 39 
percent, come from the release of impounded waters through 8 downstream dams, 
in operation, uider construction or authorized. 

BPA estimates, for example, that the four authorized lower Snake dams 
without Hells Canyon storage would produce 520,000 kilowatts of prime power, 
With Hells Canyon, this power production would be increased to 769,000 
kilowatts, or atout 48 percent. John Day project, authorized, would gain 
56,000 kilowatts from Hells Canyon storage. 

With this in mind, why should this kind of storage represented by Hells 
Canyon’s 3,880,000 acre-feet be sacrificed to the plan proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. to provide only 1 million acre-feet of storage? How do you think the 
lower Columbia regions will benefit substantially from this? One million acre- 
feet of stor: g> is not as effective as nearly four million. 

Are you convinced that the Idaho Power Co. will operate its projects the 
way the Federal Government does, as part of a regionwide power system, a single 
integrated unit of many projects interconnected by a regionwide transmission 
gridback system? There is no assurance that it will do so, as it serves just one 
service area, its own, and will send you only its surplus dump power 

Do you think that what power you may receive as surplus to Idaho Power’s 
needs will be the kind of 2-mill power. as sold from the Bonneville system, and 
that it will net provide a tendency to raise the general power rate in the 
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region? Not only that, 5- 6- and 7-mill power will not attract new industries 
into this region and stimulate existing industries to expand. Do you assume 
that Idaho Power will not ask for financial payment from the Iederal Gove; 
ment for additional downstream power generated by release from its storage 
dam, and that this will not have some effect on Federal power rates? 

We are facing an issue that cuts into the heart of the economy of the Pacifi 
Northwest We shall grow out here on an accelerated program of new sturt 
like Hells Canyon to control the river, to generate abundant supplies of cheap 
electric energy, and to provide the only basis now existing by which majo 
industries can be persuaded to locate here. 

We have tried the private power approach of scarcity at high rates. It 
doesn’t work when there are great sites along our rivers like that at Hells 
Canyon which demand the utmost in engineering skills and vision to turn the 
river to work for the maximum, not a partial development, inefficient, wastefu 
at high cost to the consumers of energy, and with the other benefits, such as 


: : ; ; i 
reclamation and recreation entirely or almost entirely ignored. 

Through the Federal Government in pursuance of its lawful powers of devel 
oping our navigable streams, which belong to all of us, the Pacific Northwest 
has taken a first major step forward in overcoming the blind greed and obstruc 
tion of the power lobby in throwing dams across the Columbia and its tributaries 
at Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Chief Joseph, McNary, and The 
Dalles. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Bandmann and thank you, 
Mr. Goodman. 

I would like, before we adjourn for lunch, to say what our schedule 
will be for the remainder of the hearing in Pasco, and to incorporate 
two telegrams which I have just received in the record. 

(Whereupon the following telegrams were read by Senator 
Neuberger :) 

The Central Labor Council of Spokane has unanimously endorsed Senate bill 
1333 for construction of high dam opposed to low dam. 

WILLIAM J. May, Secretary. 

As members of the Spokane Chamber of Commerce we want to go on record 
favoring high Hells Canyon Dam. Newspapers report executive committee of i 
chamber passed resolution opposing high dam, Members were not consulted. 

R. R. Morrison. 

E. W. Van TYEN. i 
. ‘ P . 5 1 i 
Senator Neusercer. I would just like to say, this is the schedule 


for this afternoon. We will resume after recess for lunch, at 1:30. 
At 1:30 the first witness for the proponents will be Mr. J. W. For- 
rester, Pendleton. Then the proponents will have until 10 minutes 
to 2, or 20 minutes, at which time they will have had 2 hours. 
At 10 minutes to 2 the opponents of the bill will have until 10 minutes 
to 4. We will give the proponents then about 5 or 6 minutes which 
they have asked for to conclude and we will try to conclude around 4 
o'clock. We will now stand at recess until 1: 30. 
(Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 12:15 p. m., to reconvene at 
1:30 p. m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The hearing reconvened at 1: 30 p. m.) 
Senator Neusercer. The hearing will come to order, please. We 


will resume with the proponents, the supporters of Senate bill 1333, | 4 
and the first witness this afternoon is Mr. J. W. Forrester, of Pendle- ‘ 
ton, Oreg., publisher of the Pendleton East Oregonian. 

e I 
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THE EAST OREGONIAN, PENDLETON, OREG. 


Mr. Forrester. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
W. Forrester, editor and publisher of the East Oregonian, 
Pendleton, Oreg. 

Future generations will not be so interested in who built dams in 
the Snake River as in whether those dams were so constructed that 
all the water resources of the Snake River Basin were used to the 
fullest benefit of the citizens and economy of this region. There has 
Leen too much emphasis placed upon the question: Who will build 
dams in the Snake River? Far too little attention has been viven 
to full and comprehensive development of the waters of that river. 
Those waters are precious today. Their value will be multiplied 

any times in future years. 

The most valuable guide to comprehensive development of the 

aters of the Columbia Basin is the 308 Report prepare «| by the C orps 
of Engineers. That report stresses the integration factor in com- 
prehensive development. It proves cone lusively that downstream 
dams will produce according to the location and storage capacities 
of upstream dams. 

Adequate storage will accomplish an extremely important benefit. 
If water can be held during periods of heavy runoff for use during 
periods of low water the rivers will have been leveled off. Produc- 
tion of hydroelectric energy will remain virtually constant. The 
economy of the region will not suffer the damages inflicted upon it 
when there is not sufficie nt water to maintain hydro production at a 
maximum. ‘There can be no plausible justification for jeopardizing 
the huge investment in hydroelectric projects in the Columbia Basin. 
That investment is in jeopardy so long as the production of those 
projects is dependent upon an sanentinlted supply of water, a supply 
that provides an abundance of dump power in one season and cur- 
tails the supply of firm power in another. 

There are three storage projects under consideration in the Colum- 
bia Basin that are of sufficient size to make major contributions to 
the output of downstream projects. They are the proposed Libby, 
Glacier View, and Hells Canyon Dams. Libby appears to be a long 
time off because of the severe demands of the Canadian Government. 
Glacier View is involved in a controversy because of the lands it 
would inundate. That leaves Hells Canyon for immediate con- 
sideration. 

It is solely for the Congress of the United States to decide whether 
a high dam will be constructed at Hells Canyon, A proposal has 
been made in the form of a substitute for the high dam. It is for the 
construction of three low head dams. This, obvious sly, would not 
be a substitute because it could not provide the storage assured by a 
high dam. 

Should the Gongress decide to authorize. the construction of only 
one low head dam in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River one 
" the best storage projects on the North American Continent would 
be lost to this and future generations. The need throughout the 
Columbia Basin for adequate storage is so pressing that the Congress 
should not hestitate to authorize a high dam at Hells Canyon. 


COAOF 55 14 
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Senator Neurercer. Thank you, Mr. Forrester. Mr. Camero: 


Sherwood, speaking for himself, of Walla Walla, Wash. 
STATEMENT OF CAMERON SHERWOOD, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Suerwoop. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my nam 
is Cameron Sherwood. Iam a country lawyer in Walla Walla, Was! 

I thought I'd be most helpful to the committee in pointing out that th 
issue is a nonpartisan one. I agreed with Senator Murray at Bois 
when he stated that to be a fact. 

For more than 40 years, forward-looking leaders of both parties 
have striven to bring about maximum development of this great regio: 
Theodore Roosevelt, early in the century, commenting on the necessity 
for full development of our river basins said : 

Every stream should be used to the utmost. * * * The first condition of suc 
cessful development of our waterways is a definite and progressive policy. ‘she 
second is a general concrete plan prepared by the best experts available covering 
every use to which our streams can be put. 

I well recall the stanch efforts of the late Republican Senato: 
Wesley L. Jones of this State to procure the early appropriations for 
survey of the stupendous Grand Coulee project despite the false prop 
aganda of American Power & Light and other selfish or misguided 
interests. In those days, whole legislatures, municipal governments, 
chambers of commerce, and other groups were subverted by cleve! 
maneuvers of the private power combines. 

Such Republican leaders as Rufus Woods, William Clapp, Repre 
sentative John W. Summers, who represented this district for 16 years 
in the Congress, initiated plans for what is now the marvelous Grand 
Coulee Dam. At this time, Washington’s Republican Representatives 
Horan, Holmes, Mack, and Tollefson are valiant fighters for speed) 
and complete development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers. We 
hear they areall for Hells Canyon high dam. 

Former President Hoover paved the way for construction of great 
river dams by the Federal Government w vhen he sponsored Boulder 
Dam. The most recently comple ted great dam in th's area is named for 
the late Republican Senator Char les McNary, who was well known to 
me. So, let the committee remember that no single political party is 
aiinaliie for the immense internal development already created by 
reason of these great multipurpose dams for power, irrigation, flood 
control, navigation, recreation, and the conservation of our resources 
and for our defense. 

The rank and file of our people out here in the Northwest are not 
ony for these projects, they strongly favor the high dam at Hells 
Canyon. This I sense from widespread contacts and acquaintance 
throughout the four Pacific Northwest States where I have spent my 
lifetime. 

The proposed high dam at Hells Canyon is an indispensable part of 
the overall plan encompassed in the so-called 308 Report, later con- 
firmed in the Main Control Plan for the Columbia Snake Basin. Theo- 
dore Roosevelt, the father of our national conservation policies, stated 
truly the fact when he advocated “a general concrete plan prepared by 
the best experts.” 

It will, in my opinion, be a tragic mistake to permit a private utility, 
particularly one which has not yet earned a reputation for excellent 
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service in its own area, to block the upper reaches of the Snake River 
for the bare purpose of power exploitation when a federally con- 
tructed and operated Hells Canyon high dam will best serve our re- 
ional needs which are growing more critical year by year. 

I have reached my own decision on this all-important issue after 
considerable study and find confirmation in my views by what the 
United States Supreme Court once said in reference to the purposes 
of the Federal Power Act: 

It was the outgrowth of a widely supported effort of the conservationists to 
ure enactment of a complete scheme of national regulation which would pro 
te the comprehensive development of the water resources of the Nation, insofar 
is it was within the reach of the Federal power to do so, instead of the piecemeal, 

strictive, negative approach of the River and Harbors Acts and other Federal 
iws previously enacted—a major change of national policy to secure a compre- 
hensive development of national resources. 


, it must become apparent that it will be a grave mistake to allow 
first one private company, then some public agency and, perhaps 
again, a combination of the two in partnership when they get through 
fighting, to block our rivers with hit-and-miss projects tailored to 
their selfish needs while the Federal Government’s comprehensive 
scheme of development is disrupted. Grand Coulee is successful; 
Bonneville has a phenomenal history. The people of Montana like 

ie results of Hungry Horse. We people in the Walla Walla-Pendle- 
{on area enthuse in the power production and other benefits of McNary 
Dam. 

I will conclude this statement by referring to a letter written June 
20, 1951, by Gen. O. FE. Walsh, then division engineer in charge of 
Columbia River projects for the United States Army Corps of Engi 
neers. General Walsh advocates the high dam at Hells Canyon in 
these words. 

Let’s go along with General Walsh who knows what he is talking 
about when he advocates the high dam at Hells Canyon and quit 
fumbling away the people’s heritage in silly experimentations. Thank 
you. 

(The following letter was filed by Mr. Sherwood :) 


So 


b 


JUNE 20, 1951 
Mr. Hersert G. WEST, 
Executive Vice President, Inland Empire Waterways Association, 
Book Nook Building, Walla Walla, Wash. 

DeaR Hers: Because I was called away unexpectedly, your letter of May 25, 
1951, inquiring about information you had requested from the district engineer 
at Walla Walla in your letter to him on February 13, 1951, has been delayed. I 
am pleased to state that CBIAC studies have progressed to the point that it is 
possible to furnish some of the information you desire with reasonable assurance 
that it will not have to be revised materially. 

In connection with the review report on Columbia River and tributaries, the 
Corps of Engineers conducted numerous investigations relative to alternative 
plans for development of the Middle Snake River between Lewiston and Weiser. 
Results of these studies showed that construction of Hells Canyon substantially 
in accordance with the plan in the report would be the most logical initial step, 
all factors considered, in developing this portion of the river. Late in 1947 the 
Portlond district engineer made a special study of several plans for develonment 
of Middle Snake River in connection with the Idaho Power Co. application to the 
Federal Power Commission for a license to construct a low-head plant at the 
Oxbow site. In substance the study revealed that the kev to-effective develop 
ment of the Snake River is storage, and any plan that did not provide for the 
storage would penalize the regional multiple-purpose development as well as the 
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Snake River power program. Although more recent studies utilizing latest 
turn flow figures cause some alteration in the individual values obtained in t} 
1947 study, this office still feels that Hells Canyon project is an essential co) 
ponent in the comprehensive development of the basin. 

Specifically the review report credited Hells Canyon at site and downstre; 
with 701,000 kilowatts of continuous power as part of the phase C-2 
A comparable fisure for the five low dams which develop the same head pote 
tial on the Middle Snake River was about 480,000 kilowatts. Current studies 
based upon the most recent data credit Hells Canyon with about 940,000 kilowatts 
of continuous power in the phase C—2 system. For the five low dams, the con 
tinuous power would be about 530,000 kilowatts. The increase in power is due 
a number of factors, the more important of which are: 

1. The USBR Hells Canyon plan based upon a 50-percent drawdown which 
provides for 600,000 acre-feet of additional cyclic storage. 

2. Increase in head due to alternate downstream location. 

3. Lower summer releases, thus permitting greater storage regain for syst« 
integrated operation. 

4. Revised return flows, which are approximately 10 percent greater than tho 
used in the review report 

5. A lower value for losses and miscellaneous uses, 

Since the value used in the review report was known to be conservative, 
significant thing about the above figures is that should Hells Canyon be elimi 
nated from the program, and the five low dams be developed in its place, the 
region would lose a maximum of about 410,000 kilowatts. 

The Bonneville Power Administration in their 1951 advance program credits 
Hells Canyon with 1,480,000 kilowatts of continuous power, which is conside: 
ably higher than studies by this office indicate. It results primarily from 
assumptions which credit all power produced by the stored water at plants 
downstream to the storage project. It is understood that a representative of 
the State of Washington recently stated that Hells Canyon should be credited 
with only 76,000 kilowatts of continuous power. This office is of the opinion 
that a reasonable credit to Hells Canyon is somewhere between the 940,000 
kilowatts and 701,000 kilowatts depending upon the characteristies of the site 
developed. It is hoped the foregoing will give you some idea of our viewpoint 
with respect to the Hells Canyon versus five low dams controversy. 

The following paragraphs attempt to answer your questions in the order in 
which they appear in your letter to Colonel Mills. The discussion is limited to 
Ice Harbor, but as you well know, the other lower Snake River project will vary 
approximately in the same manner. 

1. In the phase C-2 system, the revised return flows will add about 9,000 
kilowatts of continuous power at Iee Harbor. 

2. Prior to completion of Hells Canyon, Ice Harbor will have a continuous 


Systel 


power output somewhere between 135,000 kilowatts and 148,000 kilowatts, depend 
ing upon the degree of system development and site development. These values 
are based upon the revised return flows and assume that no additional storage 
above these dams would be developed prior to Hells Canyon. 

3. Ice Harbor continuous power output will be approximately 190,000 kilowatts 
in the phase C—2 system. This value is dependent upon the current Hells Canyon 
project and latest revised flow data. 

4. Should the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River be developed with five 

low-head plants and integrated in the regional power system, Ice Harbor con- 
tinuous power at phase C-—2 level would be about 148,000 kilowatts, provided 
no additional storage is added in the upper Snake River Basin. 
5. Although none of the reports which fully analyze the benefits from Ice 
Harbor may be classed as published reports, all direct and tangible benefits to 
which Ice Harbor is entitled have been taken in analyzing the economic justi- 
fication of the project. You are well aware, however, that the conservative 
method of economic anlaysis followed by the Corps of Engineers does not include 
evaluation of intangible benefits, complete evaluation of indirect or secondary 
benefits, nor a credit in the power benefits for secondary. energy, which is 
usually of small value. 

6. Peaking capability and energy are not treated individually in determin 
ing benefits in our previous reports. As noted above, secondary energy is not 
evaluated but the value of both peaking capability and average annual energy 
are both recognized in our power analysis. Some recent analyses show these two 
values separately in recognition of their individual importance in comparing 
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parate projects. However, in the current studies by CHAC task fores n 
eration is being given only to the benefits derived from firm power 
7. Peaking capability at Ice Harbor for our planned installation is comparable 
that planned for other projects. 
x. At this time it is not possible to state which project should be recommended 
rst from a power standpoint. The CBIAC task force is currently working 
n that phase of the study, but at this writing no recommendation has been 
“s received 
: I am sorry this information could not be provided earlier, and I hope that if 
rives in time to be of some aSsistance to yeu. -If you care to telephone this 
fice prior to your departure for the hearings, any additional data that may 
ecome available between now and that time will be given to you 
Sincerely yours, 
O. E. WALSH, 
Brigadier General, USA, Division Engineer 


Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Sherwood. The next witness 
will be the Honorable John MeCutchun, member of the Washington 
State house of representatives and chairman of the Committee on 
Public Utilities. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN G. McCUTCHUN, MEMBER OF THE WASH- 
INGTON STATE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND CHAIRMAN 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC UTILITIES 


Mr. McCurcuun. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, ladies and gentlemen 


) of the committee. My name is John G. McCutchun, I am a member of 
the house of representatives and chairman of the House Public Utili- 
ties Committee, and at the special request of the speaker of the house 


of representatives, John L. O’Brien. Now, as you know, ladies and 
centlemen, the house members have to run every 2 years so there is as 
good an indication of how the people of the State are feeling as any 
you could get, probably. During the last session of the legislature, 
: just adjourned last month, this resolution I am about to read was 
passed by the house of representatives. It is as follow 
{ Whereupon the witness read the following resolution :) 


Whereas there is at the present time, before the Federal Power Commission, 
nh application by the Idaho Power Co., a private utility, for permission to build 
three low-head dams on the Snake River; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, has heretofore proposed the building on the 
Snake River at Hells Canyon of a multiple-purpose dam; and 

Whereas the granting of the application of the Idaho Power Co. will kill off for 
the future the possibility of a multiple-purpose dam at Hells Canyon; and 

Whereas the full potential of the Snake and Columbia River Basin for irriga- 
tion, reclamation, flood control, and the production of electricity can be realized 
only by the building of a multiple-purpose dam at Hells Canyon; and 

Whereas the economic conditions of the Pacific Northwest are dependent upon 
adequate power as well as adequate irrigation, reclamation, and flood control; 
and 

Whereas the proposed Hells Canyon Dam would provide for a better develop 
ment of our natural resources and its construction would be in the best interests 
if the people of the State of Washington; and 

Whereas, with the exception of a few public officials, the majority of the 
people of the Northwest and this house of representatives are in favor of the 
building of Hells Canyon Dam: Now, therefore, it is hereby 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Washington, in 
regular session assembled, That we oppose the granting of permission to the 
Idaho Power Co. to build the proposed low-head dams; and be it further 

Resolved, That we respectfully petition the Federal Power Commission to 
deny the application of the Idaho Power Co. ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be immediately forwarded to the Fed 
eral Power Commission to be filed in the present proceedings of the application 
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of the Idaho Power Co., and that copies be sent to all the Members of the 
congressional delegation and the Governor of the State of Washington. 
Mr. McCutrcnun. Thank you very much. 
Senator DworsHak. Was that adopted also by the State senate / 
Mr. McCurcuun. No; this was a house resolution only, Senator. 
Senator Neupercer. That’s all; thank you, Mr. McCutchun. T! 
next witness is Mr. Don Cole, a student at the Columbia High Schor 


Richland, Wash. 
STATEMENT OF DON COLE, RICHLAND, WASH. 


Mr. Corr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am here just 
as a student thinking about the future of the Northwest. I am abl 
to represent the sentiments of my own classmates of my own school, 
but also around my immediate area because I happen to be student 
body president at Richland and also have done lots of traveling with 
other organizations. 

I was born on the Grand Coulee Dam in 1937 and sort of grew up 
at the dam up there, found out a lot about public power and a lot of 
other things. I moved down here about the time the water was reac! 
ing this area, and for my term papers at school I spent my time wor! 
ing on the development of Grand Coulee Dam, looking into it and so 
I feel that I know quite a bit about the public-power question. 

I am thinking right now of the future that awaits us, in the building 
of Hells Canyon. Certainly we know that in the future years a lot of 
electricity is going to be used. Right now where houses alone are 
using—an indiv idual house is us ing more and more electricity, I think 
it is something like 16 percent over what it was before for each house, 
and you take, “added to that, the new houses being built, new industry 
coming in, and we find that unless we take and develop our pote ntial 
to its fullest we are not going to be able to meet the demands in the 
future. 

Therefore, as a student and a citizen in the next few years, I fee! 
that we should build the high dam at Hells Canyon and develop things 
to the highest ability that we are able to. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Cole. 
We have 3 more minutes under the time limit which we allotted for 
the proponents and those will go to Mr. Frank Bell, of Ephrata, 
Wash., representing the fourth district council. Mr. Bell. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK BELL, FOURTH CONGRESSIONAL 
DEMOCRATIC COUNCIL, EPHRATA, WASH. 


Mr. Bett. Mr. Chairman, members of the ee I had a pre 
pared statement that I filed and I'll only take a few minutes to make 
an oral statement. This council that I represent h: appens to be the 
Fourth Congressional Democratic Council. That doesn’t mean in any 
way that the principles involved in the high dam at Hells Canyon 
transcend in any party lines in this part of the country. 

I was former secretary to Senator Dill for 10 years and 6 years a 
United States Fish Commissioner, which gives me a spattering back 
ground on conservation development. We people in Oregon, Idaho, 
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and Washington, we have no natural oil or gas. Our basic energy 
power must come from hydroelectric power and the high dam at 
Hells Canyon meets all of the requirements of the comprehensive 
plan of Report 308 of the Army engineers. 

About this time last year, I appeared before the committee of the 
House as a witness for the authorization of the Priest Rapids Dam site 
on the Columbia River for Granite County public utilities district 
and the criterion set up by that committee was that we must meet all 
of the potential resource development in the area, which included 
hydro, flood control, navigation, and storage. Then they went a little 
farther than that. They amended the bill so that part of the power 
must go to Oregon and Idaho, that is to show that the interpretation of 
Congress was this great natural resource belongs to all the people. 
While the dam was in the State of Washington, the amendment was 
for part of the power, the equity part of it, to go both to Idaho and 
Oregon. Of course, I don’t want to be personal, but I accused Sena- 
tor Morse of backing that amendment. 

But anyway, it covers the whole potential development of the 
stretch of river from the Priest Rapids Dam. Now, the storage be- 
hind Hells Canyon Dam—I want to speak of that because I think that 
is so important to the whole development of the resources of the area. 
They store some 4 million acre-feet of water, I think it is 3 million 
acre-feet more than the 3 low dams would store. That’s 3 million 
acre-feet not lost to us this year or next year, but to the community and 
the Nation for as long as time exists. Several million dollars an 
nually as long as time exists that we never could recover and that 
storage not only firms up the power on all the dams from the high 
Hells C anyon Dam to the mouth of the Columbia River, it also levels 
off the stream for navigation and it firms up all the firm power. Also, 
it is the cheapest storage that can be obtained in the basin area or 
elsewhere. It does not interfere with the migration of fish and it is 
the greatest storage we have; it will firm up all the Snake River 
power and the Columbia River from the mouth of the Snake on down, 
so I think it is so essential that we save for this area in particular and 
the Nation in general, this great asset of storage behind the high dam 
at Hells Canyon. I thank you. 

(The written statement referred to by Mr. Bell is contained in that 
portion of the transcript consisting of the exhibits.) 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Bell. Under the time arrange- 
ment we now will hear from the opponents of Senate bill 1333 until 
10 minutes to 4, at which time the proponents of the bill will have 10 
minutes in which to conclude. Does someone want. to take charge of 
the time for the opponents of the bill? You’re Mr. Markham of the 
Spokane Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Marxuam. That’s right. 

Senator Neuspercer. Maybe you can just tell me this: Will your wit 
nesses be prepared in the sequence of this list which was given to 
Senator Murray and myself? 

Mr. Markuam. I can’t tell, but is Mr. Leonard here; is Mr. Custe: 
here? We'll see that that message is given to you immediately. Shall 
I go ahead? 


Senator Neuspercer. Please do. 
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STATEMENT OF L. W. MARKHAM, MANAGER, SPOKANE, WASH 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Marxuam. Ladies and gentlemen, I am L. W. Markham, mar 
ager of the Spokane, Wash., Chamber of Commerce, and its official 
spokesman. I am appearing before the committee to present. the 
Spokane Chamber of Commerce’s opposition to S. 1333 and com 
panion bills. The Spokane Chamber of Commerce is an organiza 
tion of 1,700 business firms, and professional men of Spokane. 

I have submitted to your clerk several copies of the chamber’s 
prepared statement and I wish to outline very briefly the general 
natural resources policy of the chamber, which is contained in the 
statement, and read the specific section applying to the bill which is 
the subject of the hearing. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce has long been an advocate 
of the orderly development of the water and power resources of the 
Northwest, and supports the principle of partnership of States, 
Federal, and local public and private agencies. The chamber be 
lieves in the American free-enterprise system as the most desirable 
method of providing for power needs of the Pacific Northwest. But, 
it recognizes the peculiar interest of the Federal Government in help 
ing to meet these needs in the development of multipurpose projects 
At the same time the chamber recommends that private enterprise 
and local public agencies be encouraged to construct and operate those 
dams which are primarily for power generation. 

Now, for the specific recommendations on S. 1333. In view of its 
comprehensive and often-expressed policy, it is only consistent that the 
Spokane Chamber of Commerce, by official action of its executive 
committee, on March 28, 1955, age its opposition to the passage 
of Senate bill 1333. The chamber believes that the Federal Power 
Commission is the agency best qualified to decide upon the construc- 
tion plans at the Hells Canyon site, and to determine the merit of 
the Idaho Power Co.’s application. The chamber urges that the Fed- 
eral Power Commission be given an opportunity to make its de 
cision, based upon 2 years of hearings and hundreds of hours of testi 
mony by competent witnesses and qualified engineers, on the merit 
of the applic ation itself. 

The chamber is of the opinion that S. 1333, if enacted by the Sen 
ate, will delay and hamper the Federal Power Commission in making 
its determination on the Idaho Power Co.’s application even though 
the company’s construction program may be most advantageous to 
the entire Northwest. In that instance it will block the construction 
of greatly needed hydroelectric installations, which can be completed 
prior to the year 1960, when the demand for power in the area prom- 
ises to outrun the supply. 

The chamber has reviewed the history of similar legislation intro- 
duced unsuccessfully in Congress to authorize the Federal construc- 
tion of Hells Canyon Dam, and is of the belief that S. 1333, even 
though given serious consideration by the committees of both Houses 
of the Congress of the United States, offers little promise of pro- 
viding electric power for the area during the critical years following 
1960. Authorizations must be accompanied by appropriations be- 
fore construction can be started, and at present eight projects (ex- 
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cluding Priest Rapids) have been authorized for Federal develop 
ment in the Columbia River Basin, for which no construction ap 
propriations have been made. There is grave question as to when ap- 
propriati ions would be made available for the nr ae 4 of Hells 
Canyon Dam by the Federal Government, even though it might be 
authorized. 

The Spokane Ch: imbe r of Commerce respectfully points out that 
these hearings have been called on relatively short notice, and copies 
of the bill have not had the required « dissemination and discussion 
among many interested parties in this area. This haste to solicit 
local opinions on the bill has handicapped some parties in their analy- 
sis of its provisions ; and their appraisal of its possible effects. For 
example, it may not be generally ae that S. 1333 actually directs 
the construction of this proposed dam by the Departinent of the In 
terior in accordance with plans drafted prior to 1949 and approved 
and modified in 1951. 

We respectfully raise the questi on of whether such plans are sound, 
valid and feasible at this time, in the light of the volume of technical 
evidence presented to the Federal Power Commission in its considera- 
tion of the license application of the Idaho Power Co. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce thanks the committee for giv- 
ing it the opportunity to register its opposition to Senate bill 13: 
and urges that it not be approved by the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. I’d just like to ask you one question. Mr. 
Sisk, Member of Congress from California, was asking me if you had 
any comment to make on this telegram from two people who are mem- 


1) 
n« 


bers of your organization that was received by the committee just 
before noon ¢ 

Mr. Marxuam. I would like to ask the committee to check on the 
political status of one of the persons who sent that wire. 

(The following document was filed by Mr. Markham:) 


STATEMENT OF SPOKANE CHAMBER OF COMMERCI 


The Spokane Chamber of Commerce is deeply interested in the orderly de 
velopment of the water and power resources of the Northwest, and so appreciates 
this opportunity to appear before this subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs to present the chamber’s position on Senate 
bill 1333. 

The Spokane chamber has long been an advocate of reclamation and hydro 
electric power development, not only for the inland empire, but for the whol 
Pacific Northwest. As an advocate it has recommended a policy of development 
of water resources for the Pacific Northwest, which has been reaffirmed on 
several cecasions, most recently on February 12, 1954. The policy states: 

“The chamber urges non-Federal and Federal agencies to expedite the powe1 
development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. It is highly desirable 
that adequate power reserve be built up to encourage further industrial and 
agricultural development of the Northwest. It is especially important that new 
facilities be provided for the upstream storage of water in order that existing 
and contemplated downstream generating facilities be utilized to their full rated 
capacity. 

“The chamber believes that multipurpose projects of the Columbia River wate 
shed should be operated and administered in a manner conducive to the greatest 
possible degree of local management and control of the resources affected 

“The chamber supports the principle of partnership among the States and 
local agencies, both private and public, and with the Federal Government, for 
the study, planning and construction of new power-generating facilities It 
urges that local interests throughout the region take the initiative in the de 
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velopment of such partnerships, and urges also that Congress enact the necessar 
laws to give effect to Federal participation therein. In particular, the chamb« 
urges that, for multipurpose projects, continued study be made of possible com 
binations of non-Federal financing of reimbursable features, such as power, wit! 
Federal financing of nonreimbursable features, such as flood control. 

“The chamber supports the efforts of the governors of the four Northwest 
States, working in cooperation with operating utilities and other agencies in the 
Northwest, to ascertain the engineering facts on proposed dam projects -and to 
coordinate the schedules of construction and priority. It believes that intra 
regional conflicts over dams and dam planning can be minimized and a compre- 
hensive program developed for the general good, if such scheduling can reflect 
the desires of all having an interest in the generation and distribution of electri: 
energy. 

“The chamber urges that the Congress of the United States enact into law a 
sound national water and power policy that will encourage local and State ini 
tiative in the planning and construction and management of river projects and 
will stimulate private capital to make its full contribution in the orderly devel 
opment of the area’s land and water resources. 

“The chamber favors the development of new Northwest reclamation projects 
that are economically feasible. The chamber favors appropriations for con 
tinued study and investigations of additional reclamation development, and of 
proposed financing arrangements that could be used to assist such reclamation 
development. 

“The chamber urges that State and Federal Governments expedite their fish 
eries and wildlife programs in order that these resources may be properly con 
served and protected without further hampering or delaying the hydroelectri: 
power program. 

“The chamber reiterates its belief in the American free-enterprise system as 
the most desirable method of providing for power needs of the Pacific Northwest 
But, it recognizes the peculiar interests of the Federal Government in helping 
to meet these needs, particularly in the development of multipurpose projects 
It urges that Federal development be continued on those projects, presently 
authorized and proposed, which are truly multipurpose in character, but that 
private enterprise and local public agencies be encouraged to construct and 
operate, under State and Federal laws and regulations, those dams which are 
primarily for power generation.” 

The Spokane chamber’s policy was submitted to the Water Resources and 
Power Task Force of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government at its public hearing in Portland, Oreg., on June 28, 1954, in 
the following statement: 

“The Spokane Chamber of Commerce urges both non-Federal and Federal 
agencies to expedite the power development of the Columbia River and its tribu 
taries. We support the principle of partnership between the Federal Govern 
ment and the States and local agencies, both private and public, for the study, 
planning, construction, and operation of new power generating facilities. We 
have urged that local interests throughout the region take the initiative in the 
development of such partnerships, and we also have recommended that Congress 
enact the necessary laws to encourage and authorize Federal participation in 
such partnerships. In particular, we urge that, for multipurpose projects, there | 
be congressional encouragement and authorization of various combinations of 
non-Federal financing. or reimbursable features, such as power, with Federal 
financing of nonreimbursables and partly nonreimbursable features, such as 
flood control, navigation, and reclamation. 

“The Spokane chamber belives that the American private enterprise system, 
with appropriate Federal and State regulation of privately owned utilities, is the 
most desirable method of providing for power needs of the Pacific Northwest. 
But, we believe that the Federal Government has a legitimate interest in helping 
to meet these needs, in comnection with the development of multipurpose proj- 
ects. And we urge that Federal development be continued and expedited on 
those projects presently under construction, authorized, or proposed, such as 
McNary Dam, Chief Joseph Dam, The Dalles Dam, and Libby Dam. We urge 
that private enterprise and local public agencies be encouraged to construct 
and operate, under State and Federal laws and regulations, those dams which 
are proposed primarily for power generation. Some of such dams are Priest 
Rapids, Rocky Reach, and Wells on the Columbia; and Noxon Rapids on the 
Clark Fork River in western Montana. 
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‘Because development of the hydroelectric resources of this area must keep 
pace with the area’s growth of demand for electric power and energy, much 
if the urgently needed hydroelectric development must be accomplished in con 
nection with multipurpose projects constructed to serve substantial flood con 
trol, navigation, or irrigation purposes, as well as to generate power. The 
funds required to finance that part of construction costs of multipurpose dams 
properly allocable to flood control, navigation, and irrigation will be very 
arge in_amount. We will be fortunate if we can prevail upon Congress to 
appropriate funds to meet the costs of those flood-control, navigation, and 
irrigation features at the rate the multipurpose projects must be constructed 
to keep power and energy supply up with demand. The only practical arrange 
ment, as regards financing an adequate program for construction of multipurpose 
dams in this area, probably will be non-Federal financing of the power features 
of such projects. This has recently been indicated by Federal officials and 
others with regard to Ice Harbor Dam on the Snake, the John Day Dam on 
the Columbia, and Bruces’ Eddy and Penny Cliffs on the Clearwater in north 
Idaho. 

“Hard fiscal facts probably will require that private agencies and local public 
igencies undertake the financing of that part of the costs of new multipurpose 
dams properly allocable to power, and that such local agencies undertake the 
construction and operation of the power facilities of multipurpose projects. 
There may be some who say that a policy of partnership, re hydroelectric 
developments in the Pacific Northwest, cannot work successfully. If so, they 
either are undware of the fact, or they choose to disregard the fact, that in 
this area Federal and non-Federal public agencies and privately owned utilities 
have successfully operated as partners since 1942. Commencing in 1942 and 
ever since then they have had their transmission systems interconnected, and 
the operation of their generating facilities has been fully integrated. And 
with each of them represented in the management, they have operated the 
Northwest power pool to the great benefit of the entire Northwest. Worka- 
bility of the partnership principle has been demonstrated by more than a decade 
of successful and harmonious operation of the Northwest power pool. 

“Further development of that part of the Northwest’s hydroelectric poten- 
tial which needs to be realized through construction and operation of new 
multipurpose projects can and must be realized under a partnership policy 
Under that policy there will be plenty of financial and operational responsibility 
to challenge the best in the Federal agencies, in the local public agencies and 
in the privately owned utilities.” 

In view of this comprehensive and often expressed policy, it is only consistent 
that the Spokane Chamber of Commerce, by official action of its executive, on 
March 28, 1955, expresses its opposition to the passage of Senate bill 1333. 

The chamber believes that the Federal Power Commission is the agency best 
qualified to decide upon the construction plans at the Hells Canyon site, and 
to determine the merit of the Idaho Power Co.’s application. The chamber 
urges that the Federal Power Commission be given an opportunity to make 
its decision, based upon 2 years of hearing and bundreds of hours of testimony 
by competent witnesses and qualified engineers, on the merit of the application 
itself. 

The chamber is of the opinion that S. 1333, if enacted by the Senate, will 
delay and hamper the Federal Power Commission in making its determination 
on the Idaho Power Co.’s application even though the company’s construction 
program may be most advantageous to the entire Northwest. In that instance 
it will block the construction of greatly needed hydroelectric installations, which 
can be completed prior to the year 1960, when the demand for power in the 
area promises to outrun the supply. 


(The balance of the statement appears in the oral testimony of 
Mr. Markham. ) 
Senator Neupercer. James B. Channing. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES B. CHANNING, TRADE SERVICE BUREAU, 
SPOKANE, WASH. 


Mr. Cuannine. My name is James B. Channing. I am coowner 
of the Trade Service Bureau, 615 Empire State Building, Spokane, 
Wash., a printing and publishing establishment. I am also a trus 
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tee in the Northwest Associated Businessmen, Inc., Spokane, Wash.. 
an organization whose purpose is to work for less Government. i 
business, more Government economy, and tax equality. 

The association, which is 3 years old, compiles pertinent informa 
tion on our economic system and distributes it to our members’ e mploy 
ees and their friends. Our coverage is Oregon, Idaho, and Washing 
ton. The aim of our association is to set forth how the working of 
this system affects their well-being. 

Working with hundreds of people for the past years, both as a trade 
association executive and a newspaperman, it is my conclusion that 
the overwhelming majority of citizens in the Pacific Northwest are dis- 
mayed by the political maneuvering, delaying tactics, misrepresenta 
tion, and misleading statements of those who insist upon federalization 
of power of a ae dam at Hells Canyon. The issue is as simple 
as 2 and 2 equals 4. Should electric power, a commercial product, 
be supplied by a regulated, taxpaying, self-supporting, private enter 
prise or should it be supplied by a tax-free, tax- subsidized Gov 
ernment venture, as S. 1333 would authorize. 

There are some who will insist to the committee that were the 
Idaho Power Co. allowed to build their three low dams at Hells 
Canyon site, that it would create electric energy only to enrich a 
few and satisfy unchecked private greed. This is sheer demagogism. 
Idaho Power Co. is an institution with hundreds of stockholders, 
and their rates are subject to State regulation, which insures no un 
due profit at the expense of the consumer. They are also subject 
to governmental control in all other phases of their business and laws 
of competition. 

Passage of S. 1333 will mean federally controlled electric light and 
power in Idaho. Such power may have popularity because it is 
cheap. But it is cheap because it is subsidized; but it must be paid 
for by higher taxes. 

I respect fully urge that this legislation not be enacted. May I 
have the committee’s permission to attach five statements from in- 
dividual citizens to my statement ? 

Senator Nerupercer. Without objection, it is so ordered, Mr 
Channing. 

Mr. Cuannine. Thank you. 

(The statements referred to are as follows: ) 

GENTLEMEN: I notice that some of the Senators on the committee are on 
record in support of the unsuccessful attempt to reduce the Federal income 
tax by some $900 million a year and at the same time are sponsoring Sen 
ate bill 1233, a bill to increase Federal spending by approximately $470 million 

That seems a little hard to understand, particularly in view of the fact 
that a private electric power company has offered to develop Hells Canyon 
thus saving the Government's construction cost and at the same time adding 
substantially to the Federal and State tax take. 

I oppose the passage of this bill because it will cause more spending of 
tax money—money needed for national defense—and because, as stated above, 
a private electric power company has offered to build the project, which will 
serve the same purpose—addition of much needed power—plus millions of 
dollars in added revenue through additional Federal income taxes. 

Yours very truly, 
Sery RICHARDS 


$RCAG Iie 
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GENTLEMEN : I fail to see how the committee can hope to accomplish anything 
constructive in the Hells Canyon issue through a brief visit to the Pacifi 
Northwest. 

If the committee wanted a “true indication” of the opposition to passage of 
Senate bill No. 1833 (which I understand will authorize Federal construction of 
the high dam) they should have visited the area immediately affected by the 
project—Twin Falls or Idaho Falls, for instance 

It is ridiculous that the committee should bypass the area adjacent to these 
two cities, to whom the Hells Canyon High Dam is of the greatest interest, in 
order to solicit the so-called grassroots opinion in Pasco and Portland. However, 
the people of Pasco and Portland, with all the citizens of our region, must view 
with apprehension any legislation which will place an added burden of $475 

illion (the estimated cost of the high dam) on their weary tax-burdened 
-houlders. 

I, therefore, wish to go on record as being opposed to passage of S. 1333 

Yours truly, 
HENRY C. BERTELSEN, 
Architect, Spokane 


GENTLEMEN: I do not believe your local visit set for April 4, 1955, will add 
to a proper evaluation of your committee as to whether or not public or private 
power should construct Hells Canyon Dam. 

In my estimation a judicial interpretation of the evidence for and against 
the project, collated by the Public Power Commission’s hearings, would be a 
better and a more accurate means at arriving at a correct decision in this case. 

If private power can do an adequate job, then it should be allowed to perform 
this project. The steady encroachment of the Federal Government into areas 
that private groups have been ready, willing, and able to perform tasks well 
within their means, can only lead to an eventual total socialism that we do 
not desire. 

The Federal Government has no absolute right to develop our resources. If 
they are held to hold such a right, then all development of all aspects of our 
economy will then also be held to be the exclusive domain of the Federal Gov 

rnment., 

Trusting this advice is in order, 

Yours very truly, 
RINER E. Decriow, 
(ttorne Vv, Spokane 


—_— 


GENTLEMEN: The only point the committee should consider in the present 
Hells Canyon Dam controversy is. “Have the best interests of the people in this 
region been protected to date?” I firmly believe they have. 

The Federal Power Commission has held lengthy meetings, at a great cost, 
on this matter. Much technical data has been gathered; witnesses qualified 

as to competence have testified under oath on all ramifications of both Federal 
and private power plans for construction of the dams. 

Now, with the evidence in, all good citizens should await the verdict of the 
Commission, but the public power people do not seem to want to abide by the 
findings of the legal adjudicator. They want passage of Senate bill 1333 author 
ized, which will void all the expenditures of time and money that has already 
been spent. 

I believe the brief trip of the committee to the Pacific Northwest will accom- 
plish nothing except to add to the confusion in the public mind, which has re 
sulted from the widely disseminated claims of public power supporters who 
insist upon Federal development of the Hells Canyon project. 

Therefore, I oppose any action on the part of the committee which would 
preclude the Commission’s report. 

i Ray S. Roperts, 
Roberts & Knapp, Industrial Stoker Engineering-Iron Fireman Distrib 
utors, Spokane. 


Gentlemen: It is my understanding that on April 4, 1955, your subcommittee 
will hold a series of 3-hour hearings in the Pacific Northwest on the question of 
the Hells Canyon Dam. 

This matter has been given full study by the Federal Power Commission to 
determine whether a license should be granted to the Idaho Power Co. to 
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build three small dams or whether the high dam should be built by the Go, 
ernment It certainly doesn’t appear practical to me for your subcommitte: 
to come all the way across the United States for a few 3-hour hearings and bi 
able to make an intelligent decision on this matter. 

The Federal Power Commission has acquired facts and figures regarding 
this matter, is perfectly capable of making that decision, and I trust tha 
your subcommittee will recognize your inability to acquire sufficient informa 
tion in such short hearings that could interfere with a logical answer to thx 
matter by the Federal Power Commission. 

Sincerely, 
KENNARD JONES, 
President, Central Business Property Co., Spokane 


GENTLEMEN: With regard the above-captioned Senate bill 1335 and referring 
to subcommittee hearings to be held at different locations in the Pacific Nort! 
west early in April 1955, there meetings to be held supposedly to gain fact 
fizures, etc., as pertains to utilizing the power potential of the Snake River, and 
further, who shall build and operate a dam or series of dams. 

It would seem that the Federal Power Commission already in existenc 
(for such purposes as your meetings or surveys might attempt to gain), wh 
have full and complete data, statistics, ete., at hand which have been gaine 
over a period of time, are in much better position now to present and advisi 
on such facts and statistics than any meeting or number of meetings your com 
mittee might hold, especially in view of the short time allotted each meeting 

Junkets, hearings, etc., will only prolong the time that power will be made 
available. 

In short, the data, ete., already available through the Federal Power Com 
mission should prove sufficient without the further delay of meetings or hear 
ings which can serve little if any purpose or benefit other than to duplicat: 
in part information presently available. 

Yours truly, 
PaciFIc STATES CREDIT EXCHANGE, 
M. R. Ray, Owner-Manager. 
Senator NeuBERGER. The next witness for the opponents of the bill 


is Mr. Charles R. Starr, of the Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES R. STARR, IDAHO FALLS CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Srarr. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the commit 
tee, ladies and gentlemen, proponents of Senate bill 1333 have re- 
peated the broad and erroneous claims that organizations who oppose 
this legislation do so because of being subsidized by the power com- 
pany. “T cannot feel that the proponents of the bill have an exclusive 
claim to sincerity in preaching an opinion on this measure 

Idaho Falls for over 50 years has had municipal power. "We are 
not beholden to the Idaho Power Co. or to any other power company. 
Therefore we feel that our opinion is as sincere and as independently 
arrived at as anyone else’s. Our interest in this subject is economic 
rather than ideological. We favor complete upstream storage of 
water for comprehensive development of the Snake River Basin before 
building any project which could jeopardize present and future water 
rights of eastern and southern Idaho. It is true that Senate bill 1333 
states that “the operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only 
such as does not conflict with present and future rights to the use 
of water for irrigation or other consumptive uses, whether now or 
hereafter existing, valid under State law, of the upstream waters of 
the Snake River and its tributaries.” Western water law is based 
on the principle that he who first puts water to beneficial use has a 
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ght superior to the claim of all subsequent users. Unless this long 
established principle is superseded by Federal statute, there lies, no 
loubt the whole basis for validity of Idaho water rights, beneficial 
ise of water in Hells Canyon requiring tremendous volumes of water, 

innot help but conflict with present and future development in 
\pstream areas during water short years. 

Yesterday proponents of Senate bill 1333 expressed disbelief that 
the Government would ever do anything to harm the rights of water 
isers of the Snake River Basin. We have seen the Federal Govern 

ent assert superior rights to the waters of other river basins. Why 

mildn’t it or wouldn’t it happen in the case of the Snake River’ We 
ontend that there are suitable alternate waterpower sites on other 
streams that would not jeopardize irrigators, present and future, on 
the Snake River. We even suggest that there are satisfactory present 
nd future substitutes for falling water as a source of electrical 
energy. However, there is no substitute for the Snake River water 
for irrigating crops on our rich lands. Therefore we oppose Senate 
bill 1333. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Mr. Starr. The next witness is 
Mr. Don Miller, publisher of the Inland Empire News, Spokane, 
Wash. 


STATEMENT OF DON T. MILLER, PUBLISHER, INLAND EMPIRE 
NEWS, SPOKANE, WASH. 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman and distinguished ladies and gentle 
men of the committee, my name is Don T. Miller. I am the publisher 
of the Inland Empire News, a small weekly newspaper in Hillyard, 
which is to say, the northeastern quarter of Spokane. 

{ am a native of the Northwest. I have spent the last 41 years in 
the State of Washington. During almost all of my adult life T have 
been associated with the newspaper or radio industry in the role of 
reporter, commentator, or editor and publisher. 

For 8 years, from 1940 until my family and I moved to Spokane 
in 1948, it was my privilege to serve the people of the first district 
of Washington in the State senate. I served, incidentally, as a Dem- 
ocrat. I have more recently affiliated myself with the Republicar 
Party. 

[ might interject, Mr. Chairman, that I think the reaction has 
been somewhat similar to that which followed a similar action by a 
omewhat more distinguished statesman—that my former coparti- 
sans feel it is very good riddance and my new friends seem to be 
happy about it. 

This modest background is mentioned here solely for the purpose 
of establishing some sort of qualification for the claim that I may 
know something of the thinking, political and otherwise, of the people 
among whom I have spent my life. In recent years there has been 
before .the people of the Northwest the issue that is now at bar: 
What to do with Hells Canyon. 

One program contemplates the construction, as a purely Federal 
project, of a dam at the Hells Canyon site, of the so-called “high dam.” 
he other program contemplates the use of the same head of water 
through and over three dams of lower head and the same ultimate 
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result, kilowattwise, by the Idaho Power Co., a competitive free enter- 
prise organization. 

As might be expected, each of these rival projects has found j 
protagonists. The result has been a series of claims and counter- 
claims, all of which have shed more heat than light upon the subject. 
Now let us get to the point. 

A good many years ago the Congress of the United States estab- 
lished the Federal Power Commission. This Commission is an arm 
of the Congress. It is not an executive agency, although many per 
sons now regard commissions as being agencies of the executive branch 
of the Government. Commissions, and there are a good many of thein, 
were established for the purpose of providing technical findings in 
the realm beyond that which congressional hearings could reach. 

Pursuant to that intent, the Federal Power Commission recently 
concluded nae on the Hells Canyon issue. Those hearings laste a 
for more than a yea In those hearings both sides of this controvers 
were given ante opportunity tobeheard. The ultimate of wathos- 
ity was quoted, under oath. Out of such testimony the truth should 
prevail. 

Now we are faced with a situation in which a few members of the 
Congress, for what may well seem to be simply partisan effect, have 
undertaken to short circuit an arm of the Congress itself, by introduc- 
tion of a bill. This bill, which would authorize the construction, by 
the Federal Government, of the so-called “high dam” at Hells Canyon 
would, if it were passed, bypass the Federal Power Commission and 
foreclose the possibility of development of that stretch of the Snake by 
private enterprise. 

I would remind this committee that people of the Northwest have a 
fair rate of literacy. They are not unmindful of the fact that similar 
bills have failed, in previous sessions of the Congress, to get out of 
committee. They believe, except for a small fringe which is in favor 
of anything with a Federal label on it, that the same fate will befall the 
bill which is now at issue. In any case, they are willing, and eager 
I may say, to abide by the determination of the Federal Power Com- 
mission. They are properly resentful of what they feel to be an 
attempt to silence that Commission for the sake of partisan political 
advantage. And they know how badly the Northwest needs more 
hydroelec tric power. They know that 40 percent of the power used 
by the great aluminum industry in the Northwest today is interrupti- 
ble power. They know that we need kilowatts now, next year, and 
the next, not sometime in the distant future when Congress might be 
persuaded to appropriate the half-billon or more dollars it would take 
to build the Federal high dam at Hells Canyon. 

I would say to you gentlemen, therefore, that the majority of people 
in the Northwest are willing to abide by the determination of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission. And I will suggest to you that a substantial 
majority of them hope that determination will favor development of 
this particular part of the Snake River by American competitive free 
enterprise, which will get the job done soon, which will protect the 
vital water rights of the people of Idaho, and which will ny 1 strength 
to the competitive free-enterprise economy that has made this Nation 
great. 

I thank you very much, 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Miller, very much. The next 

tness is Mr. Charles L. Powell, an attorney at Kennewick, Wash. 
Mr. Powell, Ud like to call the attention of yourself and some of the 
ther witnesses that there have been some complaints that the people 
in the auditorium are unable to hear, so will you perhaps move the 
nicrophone in a little closer to your chair? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES L. POWELL, KENNEWICK, WASH. 


Mr. Cuarves L. Powetx. This is Charles Powell. Iam an attorney 

Kennewick, Wash. I have with me, likewise, the statement from 
Mr. P. G. Richmond, who is a property owner in Kennewick, Wash., 
renting business property. 

First, my statement about the Hells Canyon Dam. The pending 
Hells Canyon Dam bill, as I understand it, would, if passed, deprive 

: Federal Power Commission of the right to pass upon the matters 
" ive have heretofore been presented to it. In this way all of the 
’ evide nee Which has been amassed in the hearings that have been held 

vill not be available for the Federal Power Commission to pass upon 
n connection with the determination of the engineering and economic 
feasibility of the high dam versus the low dams. Then it seems to me 
that merely because a dam is large doesn’t mean that it is the best. It 
eems to me as though the shortage of power in the Pacific Northwest 
requires early deve ‘lopment rather than big development in connection 
vith the dams and power project on the Snake River. 

Who knows that within 10 years from now hydroelectric power 
might be obsolete, because Hanford is now m: aking possib le an atomic 
energy project that may be really tremendously important within the 
10-year period which might be nec essary to complete the high dam 
before it could deliver a kilowatt of power. 

That ismy statement. Now the statement in reference to the matter 
by Mr. P. G. Richmond. He asked me to read it, as he could not be 
present. 

(Whereupon the witness read the following statement :) 


STATEMENT OF P. G. RICHMOND, KENNEWICK, WASH. 


Bevond question, it will be many years before a high Hells Canyon Dam is 
uthorized by Congress and an appropriation made to build it. 

There are other dams of much more importance to us here in the Inland Em 

re—John Day Dam particularly, and the four dams on the lower Snake. These 
five dams are already authorized, and, I believe, a considerable amount of the 
planning completed. 

I would say let the Idaho Power Co. build their three dams as planned, so that 
Idaho and the rest of the area can have the power benefit now instead of some 
time in the dim future. 

I say also, let us some way, either with public funds or a workable partnership 
f Government and private power interests, get the John Day under seaak ttn tion 
t once, and then as soon as possible build the four dams up the Snake. These 
ive dams will not only give us power, which everyone agrees we need, they will 
ilso give us slack-water navigation from Lewiston, Idaho, to the ocean. 

With natural gas assured for the area, and the possibility of atomic power in 
the near future, it could be that the navigation feature of these dams could mean 

ore to the Inland Empire than the power production. 


(The following statement was filed by Mr. Powell :) 


33. if pass ¢] 
vould deprive the Federal Power Commission, as I understand it, of the authority 
srant or deny permits of the Idaho Power Co. I have a great deal more con 
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Che pending Hells Canyon Dam bill, which is Senate bill No. 13: 
f 
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fidence in the Federal Power Commission to determine which is the ly 
development economically and from an engineering standpoint than I hay: 
people who do not have the benefit of the hearings and testimony. 

We create an agency like the Federal Power Commission to act upon evid 
and opinions of experts and we certainly should use them. 

The mere fact that a dam is big does not mean that it is best. We < 
probably develop a lot of power at a dam across Wallula Gap, which would 41: 
out Pasco, Kennewick, Richland, and Prosser. That would not make it 
nomically advisable. 

The saving in spawning grounds, the orderly and earlier development of s! 
projects and the lack of waste and the use of private capital rather than 
moneys, which are notoriously inefficiently expended, certainly point t 
smaller dams built by private capital. 

With the advent of natural gas in the Pacific Northwest and the developm: 
of atomic energy, hydroelectric power in 10 years may be obsolete. I 
much prefer to see small dams built early when we need them rather than to \ 
for a big dam built at public expense. 

Mr. Powexii. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neupercer. The next witness is Mr. A. S. Grant, attorne) 


of Baker, , Ureg. 


STATEMENT OF A. S. GRANT, BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Grant. Mr. Chi iirman, members of the committee, after argu 
ment about Hells Canyon Dam for the past 10 years, we have about 
come to this conclusion. We have lost about 7 billion kilowatt-hours of 
power because the Idaho Power Co. hasn’t been able to build even the 
first dam there at Oxbow. We have also come to the conclusion that 
there are quite a lot of us that are not too sure we know what we are 
talking about. We have heard considerable discussion as to which 
plan is the best, which is the most feasible, and which will most 
fully develop the resources of the Snake River. But after hearing 
arguments, pro and con, we have come to the conclussion that no one 
individual or probably no group such as your committee here could 
ever come to a very definite conclusion because there is so much infor- 
mation that is necessary to have at your disposal before you can arrive 
at a correct conclusion. 

Now, the matter has been before the Federal Power Commission 
for almost a year. That Commission has had the full benefit of a ful! 
and complete hearing by all of the experts on both sides of the ques- 
tion, and they are finally getting around to a place where they are 
about to make a decision. Now it seems to us that no one should be so 
conceited as to think that his own individual judgment on a matter 
entailing so much necessary information unqualifiedly sounder than 
the final decision of that Commission. 

Only after this question has been decided by the Federal Power 
Commission will it be known which of the two plans is most feasible 
and which meets most fully the requirements of the Federal Power 
Act. Then, but not before then, will be the time for Congress to 
decide whether the Federal Government only should be allowed to 
put into effect the plan found most conducive to the public welfare. 

A fully informed people is the only safeguard to our system of 
government. Beclouding the issues is a most dangerous threat to our 
security. Injecting politics into a purely engineering problem is fan- 
tastic. After full consideration of the national Congress, that body 
decided to place this phase of the question beyond the realm of 
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litics. If this committee, following these short hearings, sees fit to 
ike its own findings with regard to ‘this question, and those findings 
suld be in direct opposition to those reached by the Federal Power 
mmission, then there will necessarily be created a lack of confidence 
ie part of the people, either in your committee, or in the Federal 
er Commission, or in both. Clearly, this is not conducive to 
id orderly government and is * in the best interest of the people. 
It is the absolute duty of every citizen, and particularly of every 
ial in every branch of government, to install confidence and trust 
the people. The Congress has established the Federal Power Com- 
ssion to perform a certain and definite function. It has clothed 
at Commission with the authority to make a decision on the very 
stion which is before this committee, namely, which plan of develop- 
nt is the best. Since the Congress has delegated that function to 
t Commission, it should itself observe the law which it demands all 
us to observe. It should be the last to flout that law or the Com- 
sion which it has created. 
W e submit that the question of whether 1 large dam or 3 smaller 
will best meet the requirements of the Federal Power Act rests 
the bosom of the Federal Power Commission ; that no Congressional 
nmittee should ever attempt to override the prerogatives of that 
ommission or to show its contempt to that body by ignoring it and 
ding on the issue before the final decision of the Commission has 
been announced. 
Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Grant, thank you very much 
The next witness is Mr. David C. Silven, attorney from Baker, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID C. SILVEN, BAKER, OREG. 


Mir. Sinven. Mr, Chairman, members of the committee, I am David 
Silven, a lawyer from Baker, Oreg., former student of Senator Morse, 
Dean Morse of the Oregon Law Se hool, and I have been practicing in 
this area since 1938 with the exception of 3 or 4 years in the war. 
| have become quite well acquainted with the people of eastern Oregon, 

(| particularly in Baker County and in this discussion of the rela- 

ve merits and advantages and disadvantages and philosophy of 
Hells Canyon as developed by Federal Government as opposed to 
that of private development. 

The assertions are often made, in fact almost all made by pro- 
ponents of the Federal development, that they have the over whelming 
<upport of the people in the area, and the first point that I want to 

to make this afternoon is that until such time as there has been 
a thorough and complete vote taken, it is a deception to say that anyone 
epresents the majority of the people in any area on this issue. 

So far as I know there has never been a vote of that kind taken. In 
x prepared statement you will see references made to chamber of 
commerce votes of a number of years ago, which were very incom- 
plete, but as incomplete as it was, it was overwhelmingly in favor of 
private construction. You will see reference made to public utility 
district elections over there which show votes on identically the same 
ssue, which are at least an indication of the thinking of the people at 
that time in Baker County. Those are several years old. In Union 
County, next door to Baker County, it is not so old. They defeated 
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their bond election of the public utility district and finally got around 
to dissolving the district itself on the vote of the people. So I think 
the first thing we want to keep in mind is that let’s be honest about jt 
whether you’re for it or against it, let’s be honest about it and let’s say 
if we don’t represent an overwhelming majority of the people, let's 
don’t s: ay we do. 

I’m here just representing Dave Silven this afternoon, a taxpayer 
and a citizen and one that feels so deeply of this principle of pabi ( 
ownership as against private ownership that I can hardly restrai: 
myself in attempting to express my own position to further encro: 
ment of Federal Government in what I think is a legitimate field of 
private enterprise and I see no more reason for Federal a ent 
to extend its field in the power development of the country than I do 
in farming, or timber, or mining, or any other natural resource. — 
certainly can’t justify it on the grounds that it is because power con 
panies are monopolies, because it is no remedy to substitute a bigger 
monopoly for a smaller one, and if a government is not big enough and 
strong enough and capable enough of controling a private monopoly, 
and it is a monopoly of the power companies, then certainly it’s not 
big enough and strong enough and capable enough to control its own 
monoply, which is a bigger one and certainly a more vicious one. 

In the discussions around Baker of this issue, they say, the pro- 
ponents say, how much more power will be generated, how much more 
beneficial it will be from the standpoint of navigation and recreation 
and fishing and mineral development and practically everything else 
that they can think of. The people that they have converted to then 
way of thinking have been converted just because of those assertions. 
They haven’t been converted to that way of thinking because they h: 
been convinced that public ownership is the thing to have in this coun- 
try and yet that is the basic issue, and one which should be submitted 
to the people in any discussions of this kind. Not which will develop 
the area more comprehensively, but “do you believe or don’t you believe 
in socialism” to the extent that it would be socialism, because we have 
to recognize that when the Government participates in any field 
industry or industrial development it is socialism to this extent. It 
might be justified in some instances but it nevertheless is socialisin 
to that extent because socialism is defined as government ownership 
or government control, as the case might be, of. your items of produc- 
tion, so you have to ask these people ‘whether they want socialism to 
that extent and they have never been asked that. They have beet 
asked which way they would go if the mythical dam of the Govern- 
ment were to produce twice as much power as so many low dams. They 
have been asked to indicate how they would feel if industry couldn't 
restrain itself to get into the area to develop the area. 

In other words, you have appealed to the pocketbook. I’m not 
criticizing anyone in particular, I’m talking generally. You have ap- 
pealed to the pocketbook rather than to the philosophy, the very 
philosophy that has made the country the greatest and strongest 
country in the world and has given the people of this country 2 
standard of living that is unsurpassed. So if you want to find out, if 
this is a grassroots hearing and you want to find out what the people 
think of this bill or any other bill that is designed along these lines, 
then you have to ask them the question of whether or not they are 
in favor of comple ‘te owne rship of the power gener ation and distril 
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by the Government or whether they wish it to remain in the hands 

private enterprise, and until that time you have accomplished 
ng. Thank you. 

itor NEUBERGER, I wonder if I could ask you just one question. 

s liste ning to your statement very intently; and I thought at the 

you had a good point about pub hie opinion, both groups claiming 


= 


ve public opinion on their side. I was reading in the paper this 
ng that there is a very definite possibility that the Oregon Legis 
re may re fer to the peop le, for an early vote, several itil 
proposals, What would you think of the advisi ibility of the same 
rislature { obviously would cost no more sw as to the peop le 
ilvisory ah ‘endum of whether they aoe development of the 
Canyon by the Idaho Power Co. or by the Government; have a 
de vote. 
\Ir. Suupven. I think it would be a splendid thing if it could be 
ised in terms of what it is, and that is public ownership versus 
vate ownership. Why don’t you recommend to the legislature that 
do just that instead of confining it to Hells Canyon, let’s say 
blic ownership versus private ownership of the pub lic eres and 
tribution systems. I’d be whole-heartedly in favor of 1 
Senator NEUBERGER. But you’d not be in Svcs of it in just Hells 
Canyon ? 
Mr. Strven. I would be in favor of it there too, except that I don’t 
nk the people realize, or at least it hasn’t been brought to their 
ttention, that the issue is greater than that. 

Senator Neupercer. I just thought of that when you made your 
nt. In reference to the tax proposal, they undoubtedly could refer 
Hells Canyon proposal at no additional cost. 

Mr. Stnven. I think it would be a fine thing to do. 

The following statement was filed by Mr. Silven.) 


Assertions are frequently made that the people of eastern Oregon over 
vhelm'ngly favor Federal construction of Hells Canyon Dam. Such assertions 
are made without foundation in fact. To my knowledge no complete poll has 
ever been taken although some 4 or 5 years ago the Baker Chamber of Com- 
merce polled its membership by secret ballot, the result of which was highly 

rable to private construction. Publie utility districts have been voted down 
n Baker County on several occasions, and in Union County not only was a 
public utility district bond election defeated, but the district was dissolved 
upon vote of the people. 

Until a se-ret and complete vote of the electorate is had upon the specific 
ssue, it is a deliberately false and misleading statement to claim “overwhelming” 

pport. If spokesmen for either side of this controversy really believe their 

n is justified, it would seem that there would be no reason to make false 
statements, 

It is apparent from the evidence produced at the FPC hearings that the 
economic benefits to be derived are substantially the same from public or private 
development of Hells Canyon. 

In speeches and discussions around Baker, construction of the high dam by 
the Federal Government has been urged because of material benefits claimed 
to exceed similar benefits which would result from private development. Advo 
cates of the Federal dam never put the issue in its true light, which is one of 
economic philosophy, namely, that of public ownership against private owner 

lip In other words, practically all the talking has been with reference to 
Vhich plan would most comprehensively develop that stretch of the river, and 
the basic issue has not been discussed. Some of the advocates of Federal devel 
opment, therefore, would probably want to take a second look before committing 
themselves to public ownership as against private ownership. 

ror it is plain to see that the issue is that of public ownership against private 

nership. It is not just a question of who shall develop Hells Canyon. The 
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same issue will arise on all hydroelectric developments where Government 
bureaucrats see an opportunity to extend and tighten their control upon the 
economy. 

It cannot be denied that to the extent that Government owns and controls 
production, we have just that much socialism. Everyone professes to be ag 
socialism. But one group, nevertheless, wants to make an exception in the « 
of the power industry; some other group wants to socialize some other segment 
of the economy; the end result would be complete socialization, piece by })j: 
even though none of the people that caused such socialism actually wanted { 
socialize the entire cconomy. 

It is one thing for the Government to step in and fill a void—that is, to do 
the job which private capital either can’t or won’t do, but it seems to me that 
it is quite another thing for the Government to prohibit private development 
and to socialize the power industry. No doubt some things can best be done 
by Government. That such is not true with respect to development of the Hells 
Canyon area seems apparent from the hearings before the Federal Power Com- 
mission. ‘There those who advocated public development were unable to either 
clearly or convincingly prove the necessity of Government development. 

According to a speech I recently read, the Government today holds title to 
about one-fourth of our lands; it has more life insurance in force than all of the 
life-insurance companies in the United States combined; it has the largest 
payroll by far; it has 15 agencies dealing with public housing: it has 29 agencies 
engaged in the making of loans. The tentacles of this octopus are reaching 
out in hundreds of ways to bring every phase of our economy under Government 
ownership and control, 

If the engineering facts when finally determined should disclose that pr: 
tically as much comprehensive development of the Snake River could be accor 
plished by the private as well as the public development, I firmly believe that the 
enthusiasm for Federal development, placed in its true light of public owner 
ship, will tremendously decrease, and all the noise we have been hearing would 
be reduced to a whisper. 

If this is to be a grassroots hearings, then the people should be asked as t 
their views on socialism. 


Senator Nevrercer. Thank you, Mr. Silven, very much. The next 
witness is Mr. Philo H. Anderson, of Baker, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF PHILO H. ANDERSON, BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman, Members of Congress and the Sen- 
ate, ladies, and gentlemen, I am Philo H. Anderson, residing at Baker, 
Oreg.. speaking for myself only as an individual. 

I believe that Idaho Power Co.’s application to develop hydro- 
electric power should be approved for the following reasons. I believe 
that it can do the job with more economy and within a shorter period 
of time than can be done by any governmental agency. Quick deliv- 
ery will enhance our defense capacity. Second, Idaho Power Co., I 
believe, adequately serves the area within which it operates, and I 
believe it will continue to do so in the future. 

Electricity is one of the few items that now costs less than it has cost 
in the past. My depreciated dollar, worth only a few cents in the 
purchasing of most commodities, now buys more kilowatts than I got 
for my dollar when it was worth 100 cents. 

This I believe, is because of the private industry utility companies 
in the business and not because of Government in the power business. 

Utility plants built and operated by privately owned utility com- 
panies are financed other than by Federal tax money. The user of 
electricity purchased from a privately owned utility company pays 
Federal tax thereon only in proportion to the amount of electric power 
he uses. Federal taxes being my largest single expense item, I object 
to part of it being used to help pay for electricity used by others. 
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Idaho Power Co.’s business is regulated by the States within 
ch it operates. 

| believe a series of almost constant level 

recreational value of Snake River Canyon and vicinity. 

I believe that private enterprise in any business can and does better 

ve its customers, large and small, in the area within which it oper- 

; than can be done by any governmental agency of any kind. The 

kholders and management are vitally interested in the people 

d the resources and industry of the area. Idaho Power Co. is inter- 

ted in and contributes to the development and welfare of Idaho and 

tern Oregon. ‘To survive, a privately owned business must operate 
th economy and to hold their jobs its employees must. be efficient. 
This is not true of Government-operated business or utilities. 

Being willing and able to build the plants and distribute the power 

no cost to taxpayers, but on the other hand contributing to the 

x load, I believe the Idaho Power Co. is more valuable to the people 

the area served than any government in the business could be. 

| believe that the Idaho Power Co. will develop the river in an 

ly manner and build dams as fast as the power can be used in 

e area. The power so generated, I believe, will be used primarily 

develop Idaho and Oregon and not for export to the west coast or 

ewhere. 

In general, I have been in favor of and have contributed time and 

flort to encourage the construction of irrigation projec ts, both pr ivate 
| Government-sponsored, when the water users were to pay for the 
st of the project. Some such proje cts were American Falls, Owyhee, 
Thief Valley on Powder River, Unity project on Burnt River, Island 
Park in Idaho, Palisades Dam in Idaho, Grand Coulee in Washington. 
believe all the electric power of these projects should be treated 
byproduct and not as a stepping stone to put the Federal Govern- 
nt into the power business. I believe the Government should stay 
it of all business. 

[ am opposed to construction of the proposed Government Hells 
Canyon Dam because I believe the reports of its proponents are biased. 
| believe an unbiased report would disclose that the Idaho Power Co.’s 
plan of development would be more economical in every way. I 

lieve the Idaho company’s plan might be less politically expedient 
ind give less power to the politicians, but I believe it would deliver 
more power at a lower cost to the power users of Idaho and eastern 
Oregon. 

[ believe that the power claimed for Hells Canyon project could 
be obtained only if all of the other dams of the proposed system were 
in operation and then only if the weather created a sufficient runoff in 
all areas at all times. Even if the weather continued favorable, I 
believe their claims are erroneous. 

[ believe construction of Hells Canyon Dam, which would create a 
big reservoir, the surface of which would fluctuate, would destroy 
the recreational value of Snake River Canyon and vicinity. 

I believe the reason the proponents of Hells ¢ Canyon Dam claim that 
it is the “key project” of the entire river area is because its construc- 
tion is at the only site, to the best of my knowldege, where one big 
dam can destroy not only one but several possible pr ivate utility sites, 
thereby forever destroying that much private enterprise. 


reservoirs will enhance 
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I believe the flood control value of the proposed Hells Canyon I) 

is negligible. The whole normal high water flow of Snake River 
ie eheib »le In comparison with the volume of the lower Colum! 
eer. Its navigation control features, I believe, are also negligi| 

The proposed Government dam across Snake River near H 
( anyon W hic h is on the Ore >On side of Snake Rive ae woul | creat 
reservoir with about a a gallens of dead storage below penst: 
level. I understand at this level there would be only about 66.0 
kilowatts. To be of sa value in flood control, the water level w« 

e to be kept down. I understand the live storage capacity is al 
214 million acre-feet. The dam would cost more than Hoover Daj 
which stores over 30 million acre-feet. I believe that the proposed 
(sovernment dam is economically infeasible as to the power cost 
flood-control value. I believe the reservoirs near the upper Sna 
River are best for flood control. such as Island Park, Jackson’s Lake, 
Palisades, American Falls, Minidoka, Milner diversion dam, and 
otheva: énime vet to be built, together with many canals that are divert 
throughout the length of Snake River Valley and its tributaries, 
many of which there are dams and reservoirs. 

A series of dams and reservoirs on Salmon and Clearwater, I believe, 
vould contribute much more to the flood-control value of the Columbia 
River than a dam so close to its mouth as the proposed Government 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

For the reasons stated above, it is respectfully requested that the 
application of Idaho Power Co. be approved. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. The next witness 
will be Mr. Ira D. Staggs 


STATEMENT OF IRA D. STAGGS, BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Ira D. Sraces. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the com 
mittee, my name is Ira D. Staggs. I was born on a wheat ranch in 
Umatilla County, Oreg., 66 years ago. I came to Baker County the 
spring of 1915 and engaged in the livestock business. I am engaged 
in that same business with my wife, son-in-law, and daughter. 

We operate a dual range outfit, running 2 bands of sheep and around 
400 head of cattle. We farm about 600 acres of irrigated land, pro- 
ducing hay and barley. We own about 12,000 acres of rangeland 
upon which our stock grazes in conjunction with the public domain. 
The cattle summer on private lands grazed in common with Taylor 
lands and the sheep summer on forest lands at higher elevations. 

During this 40-year period, I have learned the hard w ay what wate! 
means to us. Someone, many years ago, wrote the old saw: “You 
never miss the water until the well runs dry.” In my business, we 
never miss the water until the well runs dry, or the reservoir becomes 
empty, or Mother Nature, the great compensator, gives us a period of 
short soak ipitation to even up for her generosity in some past period. 
During this 40-year period, I have seen the unfolding of the greatest 
conservation movement of all time, the reclaiming of “these arid lands 
of the West, by the use of stored water—waters that originated from 
high mountain snows, racing back to the sea and sometimes creating 
havoc and destruction along the way when the snow melted too fast. 
These were impounded behind those magnificent Federal dams and 
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ny sme aller private dams, then were let down as needed into the irri 
ition canals making the desert blossom as the rose and creating bil 
ons of dollars of wealth in agricultural products. Arrow Rock, 


Black Canyon, Owyhee, Anderson Ranch, Thief Valley, and finally 
Boulder, one of the greatest, which conquered the unruly Colorado, 
is making possible “the orderly deve lopme nt of the world’s greates 

| factory, the Imperial V alle -y of California. 

I want to stress three points at this time. First, that all these 

velopments were business deals between the Government nnd the 

eople involved. ‘The ranchers signed long-term agreements to pay 
kx into the Federal Treasury costs of ¢ onstruction. I believe it mary 
said that the general record of repayment has been good. Second, 
the generation of electrical energy was a normal function of these 
ased waters and was a valuable byproduct. Third, as the program 
ogressed and the natural and best dam sites were used up, per acre 
costs became greater and it seems natural that now more emphasis 
is placed on the power generation. 

Somewhere along the line in this 40-year period, power production 

nscended irrigation in importance—a perfectly natural step, in my 

thinking. The people were power hungry and we of the Northwest, 

irticularly, with the greatest hydroelectric potential in the Nation, 

| been paying industrial tr ibute to the manufacturing centers in 

* Northies all of our lives. We shipped our raw material east for 

procenslings: The finished goods were shipped back to us and we 
paid the freight both ways. 

Somewhere along the line in this 40-year period, the seeds of public 

ership had undoubtedly germinated i in the minds of some men. 
If these men had had entire control of humanity the stage could 
iave been better set for the furtherance of their ideas. 

Two things of particular significance happened: the great depres 

on of the early thirties and the Second World War. Bonneville, 

e first step in the harnessing of the mighty Columbia, was conceived 

d started during the depression by the Roosevelt New Deal Congress. 
Mind you, the irrigation concept never entered into the Bonneville 
picture. The technicians who had had charge of our other great 
dams had now blossomed out as salesmen, supersalesmen. 

Before I get too far involved in this public ownership thing, I want 
to pay an honest, from-the-heart tribute to Bonneville and her great 
contribution to the war effort. The Portland shipyards, by the use 
of American ingenuity and copious amounts of energy from Bonne- 
ville generators, laid down a pattern of ship construction never before 
equaled in history. I said to my family at that time and I repeat it 
to you, that if Hitler had had Bonneville instead of us, it might have 
tiy yped the war in his favor. 

ose Grand Coulee, granddaddy of them all, with an irrigation 
potential of around a million acres and so huge that it dwarfs the 
imagination. I stood on the tip of the old ons unnel, used by the river 
many hundreds of thousands of year ago, and watched the deliver y of 
a veritable river by 1 of the 13 pumps lifting the water from the 
present river hundreds of feet helow. 

The influence of Federal Government in the affairs of men and 
women of America is felt in many and devious ways. The influence 
is felt very strongly now in welfare and all along the line these public 
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works that are being constructed. I am in the sheep business 

I use dogs a lot in my business and I can assure you one thing 
that is the hand that feeds the dog controls the dog. I want to 
you this question, Mr. Chairman, and ladies and gentlemen of th 
committee, Are these great works to be the instrument of effecting ; 
basic change in our way of life? 

The Idaho Power Co., serving the neighboring State of Idaho 
portions of eastern Oregon, has before the Federal Power Commis: 
applications to construct three dams on the Hells Canyon stret 
of the Snake River, completely utilizing the vertical head of 602 { 
in that stretch. Over 19,000 pages and 4 million words of testim: 
were presented to the FPC in the months-long hearing. 

Enough figures as to costs, flood control, recreational benefits, : 
so forth, were hurled, principally by the proponents of the high dan 
to keep the public confused forever. ‘This has developed into the 1 
bitter fight against a segment of private industry that this Nation 
ever known. The proponents of the high dam have made the phi 
“Hells Canyon” a battle flag to be carried forward against the 
called vested interests. They will have no part of a partnership pro 
gram, obviously the fair and proper manner of going ahead with a 
comprehensive program of river development. Mr. Morse, the famoy 
jumping Senator from Oregon, while screaming about the power short 
age in the Northwest, voted against the Priest Rapids Dam in the 
State of Washington, a partnership deal between a PUD and the 
Federal Government. This dam was approved by the last Congress, 
and will add 1 million kilowatts to the Northwest pool. He also 
opposes construction of Cougar and Green Peter, both in his own 
State, and both sponsored by public bodies, a PUD and the city of 
Eugene. A position of inconsistency, paralleling closely the Sena- 
tor’s own character. 

The movement against private industry is growing, in my opinion, 
because of the lethargy and complacency existing among a lot of our 
people—people who don’t really believe in public ownership, but who 
don’t do anything about it. It cropped out in other ways. In my 
own business where our rangelands are so necessary there is a move- 
ment on foot in my own locality by a group of rabid sportsmen to take 
away privately owned lands. These lands were bought a number of 
years ago by my son and myself at tax sales at 50 cents an acre and 
we didn’t have the 50 cents. We signed 10-year agreements with our 
county at a nickel an acre per year and then milked cows to get the 
nickel. I am very disturbed about this movement against private 
property. 

I respectfully submit to the ladies and gentlemen of this committee. 
the proposition that Senate bill 1333 should be defeated and the Idaho 
Power Co. be allowed to build the three dams in the Hells Canyon 
stretch of the Snake River. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Wayne Hereford, of Walla Walla, Wash 


STATEMENT OF WAYNE HEREFORD, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Wayne Hererorp. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Wayne Hereford and I am the first of four interested 
businessmen from Walla Walla who have come over to appear before 
your committee. Now, you have come here to find an expression of 
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10 regarding Senate bill 1333. Couching ny opinion In polite 
is. Lam limited to the comment that it sme Hs of poli itical damn 
shness and you can spell the damn either way you wish, and has 
propos sed by a group who are not thinking O f th e we Ifare of this 
feel that such ea bill etre | be a politic al benefit to them. 
anything on this point comes very strongly and let me list to 
how I arrive at that conclusion. 
One. the Northwest needs power, and construction for “en deve lo ~p 
»f power must be started. We who live in this area appreciate 
ereat benefits power has brought to us. We wish to grow, to 
nd, and to do so our power supply must also grow. 
o, I for one do not feel that additional development of power is 
lic or private monopoly, but that it can proceed through both 
unis. 
Three, the Idaho Power Co. has offered, and is ready to build, three 
head dams on the Snake River. 
r, the Federal Power Commission has studied the relative merits 
} high dam at Hells ( ‘anyon and the three low dams proposed by 
Idaho Power Co. Their decision, based on engineering facts, 
ld be ready for release soon. 
‘ive, 1f the Federal Power Commission orants a license to o 
ho Power Co. for construction of the three dams propos ed by 
then I say “Iét’s go.” Some estimates of the comparative costs of the 
two projects indicate that the Federal high dam would result in a 
watt cost 214 times greater than the cost per kilowatt of the 3 
r dams. I’m not concerned that private development of power 
uld be more expensive than public. 
Six, the authors of Senate bill 1333 are not acting in our interests, 
are they being realistic and honest in their approach. The bill 
provides for no funds for construction. If passed, it would merely 
take from the Federal Power Commission the right to issue a private 
license. Evidently, the proponents of this measure are so steeped in 
ederal bureaucratic spending and development that they are willing 
to make even a greater political football of our economic development. 
[ place a great deal more trust in the decision of the Federal Power 
Commission, as to the type of construction proper on the Snake River, 
than I do in the political maneuvers of the proponents of Senate bill 
1333. If these gentlemen are truly concerned about the welfare and 
development of our area, let them spend the same energy and dedi- 
cated interest in the progress, say, of the multipurpose John Day Dam. 


STATEMENT OF H. M. AHLQUIST, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Senator Nevupercer. The next witness is Mr. H. M. Ahlquist, of 

Ula Walla, Wash. 

Mr. H. M. Anieuist. Mr, Chairman, members of the committee, my 
iame is H. M. Ahlquist ; occupation, diversified irrigating farmer ; ad- 
lress, Touchet, Wash. I have been advised that the committee does not 

wish statements regarding the feasibility of either the low or high 
dams and I think this is very proper for, after listening to many 
arguments and speeches on this matter, I am convinced that most peo- 
ple taking part in this controversy are merely repeating the statements 
of the so-called experts and leaders in this ideological fight which is 
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being carried on to the detriment of the economy of the Pa 
Northwest. 

The great m: jor ity of the peop le of this area are not public- “pi 
minded and the thought of advancing socialism is abhorrent. 
at the same time they are not carrying the torch for private po 
but they are interested in developments that will insure power and 
of it and soon for the needs of our expanding economy. Dams musi 
started, must be kept going and the electric power made available t 
industry and agriculture. Senate bill 1333 does not have this progre 
thought, but seeks to stymie our progress by removing from the Fe 
eral Power Commission its authority to issue a license for buildi 
needed power-development dams on the Snake River to the Idah 
Power Co. Long hearings have been held and the rightness or wro 
ness of the application in all of the many phases should be decided by 
that. Commission legally constituted to so do, and its decision should 
be accepted by all. There should be no further effort to delay ow 
growth by any group, or association of groups or individuals. Work, 
actual work, should begin at once and not speeches and devious legal 
moves. 

The passing of this bill, S. 1333, would not in any way mean that we 
would have an early start mr completion of the Hells Canyon de 
velopments. We have no assurance that the Members of the Co 
gress of the United States are going to appropriate money to build a a 
competing economy with that of their own districts’ private enterprise. 
Look at the record, twice defeated. Banks, insurance companies, and 
individuals are looking for opportunities to invest capital in profitable 
sound businesses which will further develop our country in the Ameri- 
can way. 

“Who is attempting to stop this growth, this natural growth bs 
American business operating under the laws of the land?’ “and man \ 
ask “Why?” We need these developments now, we need a resurgence 
of faith in the integrity of Government and of private business, past 
motivated, for the continued healthy growth of our area and country 
We all live and pay taxes, out of profits. Is this a sin or has, maybe, 
some new philosophy drifted in? I would suggest to many periodicals 
and individuals the phrase, “Do unto others as you would have them 
do unto you.” 

Personally, I don’t want to be wiped out by any form of socialism. 
My land is my land. I want to keep it and in closing allow me to say 
that our growth carries with it responsibilities and. expenses, roads, 
schools, welfare, and such, and that the taxpaying brotherhood is out 
looking for profit-motivated members. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Frank Beaver. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK BEAVER, GENERAL MANAGER, BLUE 
MOUNTAINS TELEVISION CABLE CORP., WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Franx Braver. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Frank Beaver. Iam the general manager of the Blue Moun- 
tains Television Cable Corp. in Walla Walla, Wash. 

My remarks do not represent those of any group, but are my own, 
based on my lifelong residence in Washington State and a sincere, 
interest to develop this great Pacific Northwest in an orderly and in- 
telligent fashion. 
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It has always been my training that the United States is the out 
ding Nation in the world because its people have developed initia 

a desire to do things for themselves, and a knack of handling 
own problems. The job of properly developing our greatest 

Northwest potential wealth, hydroelectric energy, is one which 

with the individual, continues through private enterprise and 

and State governments, with our Federal Gioverdinaiia netlhed 
when the collective action of all the people in the Nation is neces 
for the re of the immediate objective. The pro 
nts of Senate bill 1333 have e omp letely reve rsed this process. 
With a mounting national debt, = economics md Senate bill 1333 
| my estimation, ridiculous. s pointed out John C. Mason 
staff counsel for the Feder: Pid Commission when he recom 
ded that Idaho Power Co. be allowed to construct three dams in 
erence to the monstrosity the proponents of Senate bill 1333 would 
truct, the primary advantage are: 
One. in the face of a critical, and growing Pacific Northwest powe r 
rtage, Idaho Power dams will permit a reasonably prompt develop 
water resources now voing to waste. 
lwo. provide sooner a source of power for the development of phos 
ite resources for use in fertilizer production. 

Three, provide some flood-econtrol and navigation benefits at no 
to the United States. Imagine, somebody’s actually willing to 
something for nothing. 

We in the Pacific Northwest want power. We need hydroelectric 

ower. We must have more power, and we mean soon. Idaho Power 
sready togo. The Federal Power Commission, by law, is clearly 
harged with considering the matter of full and reasonable deve lop- 
nt of our hydroelectric resources. Why should congressional action 
f hi r delay the growth of our region? This committee would be 
doing a far greater service to the people of America if they were be- 
nd hel ‘ir desks in Washington, D. C., working toward the construc- 
tion of John Day Dam, or P riest Rapids Dam, or, if the need exists 
\ little politicking; let’s do some with Canada and come up with 
important Libby Dam. In short, let’s build dams, not press 
lippi nos, 


1 


cre 
yf 


if 


| am opposed to S. 1333 as a businessman because it smothers free 

terprise; as a taxpayer because it is not economical; as a Pacific 
orthwest resident, because through it my Government is telling me 
cannot, as a private citizen, through the brains and e xperience of my 

sinessmen, help in the development of my own region, but rather 

must rely on Federal patronage. 
Senator Morse (temporarily in the chair). Thank you, very much. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Senator Morse. The next’ witness 
s Mr. Custer, from Pasco, Wash., the mayor of Pasco. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY V. CUSTER, MAYOR OF PASCO, WASH. 


Mr. Custer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry V. Custer. I am 
mayor of the city of Pasco, but speaking as an individual. First, I 
iuld like to incorporate in the record three telegrams I have from 
p ull iman. One from Brown & Holter Motor Co., Chevrolet agency 
{ Pullman; one from R. T. Smeltz, certified public accountant from 
P ulieaeal and one from M. Metzgar, owner of the Washington Hotel 
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at Pullman, all 3 whom are objecting to the construction of the Hel 
Canyon Dam. I don’t think it is necessary for me to read these, 

can be submitted to the committee and reviewed as they see fit. Ihave 
then several letters from Colfax residents. 

(The witness named the writers of the letters, which appear y 
the exhibits.) 

Mr. Cusrer. All are in opposition to the Hells Canyon proposi 
tion. I noticed this morning the proponents of this Hells Cai 
Dam laid great stress on cheap Federal taxes, or Federal power, 
should say. I have watched this development for quite a while. 
wonder just how cheap our power might be. I am speaking of our 
public power. We are operated in Franklin County by a public util- 
ity district. As we all know, a public utility district is a subagency ot 
the Bonneville Power Administration, which is a Government ace! y. 
Now, I feel that our public utility district in Franklin County has 
been about as efficiently administered and operated as any utility in 
the State. Yet, since the day that public utility took over some 1) 
years or so ago, we haven’t had one reduction in taxes, in rates. Not 
even of a mill. 

A short while ago, when the question came up in our legislature as 
to taxing public utilities, the manager of our local utility said, “We 
thought we were paying enough taxes.” Approximately $40.000 a 
year. That was approximately the same amount that the Pacific Power 
& Light Co. were paying 10 years ago when they were taken over by 
the public utility district. A few days later, I happened to be talking 
to this manager, who informed me that they made capital improve- 
ments to their plant of some $2 million since they had taken it over, 
and this morning I find out that we have a mostgage against that 
plant registered in the courthouse of $3,037,000. Now, my friends, 
just where are we getting off? Just how cheap is this Federal power? 
I think that needs a little closer scrutiny by the proponents of the 
Federal power before they make assertions that I’m afraid they can’t 
prove. 

Now, in the Northwest there is one issue which both public and 
private power and the State Power Commission of the State of Wash- 
ington have agreed on. One of them, one issue, by golly, that they 
have all agreed on and that is that with the present growth in the area, 
all indications point that by 1958 or 1959 there will be a shortage of 
power throughout the Northwest district. 

A few days ago I read a statement in the paper quoting former 
President Truman, wherein he stated— 

To confuse an issue, begin to talk on a matter not relative thereto, I have done 
it many times myself. 

This appears the tactics now being pursued in this controversy. The 
question before the people in the Northwest is to have additional power 
by 1958 or 1959, to be able to cope with, a shortage that all agree wil! 
exist at that time unless additions are made to our power facilities. 
In the meantime, the proponents of Hells Canyon Dam, as I see it. 
have no object in this undertaking other than to stymie the production 
of power by private corporations. From information that I can 
gather it appears that various Government engineering agencies have 
not as vet agreed as to the feasibility of this undertaking. There is 
one point, however, that they seem to agree on and that is that even 
should they start construction tomorrow, and we all know that is 
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possible, the dam could not be built and put in use for some 6 or 
ears. To further point out the poareereenn of this investi- 
on and justification for the so-called Hells Canyon Dam, I might 
to your attention again that this proposal was twice turned down 
Truman administration. To me this is justification in itself 
it this undertaking is not sound economically. 
(he Idaho Power Co. is a private organization. The construction 
the three dams proposed by them would be with private capital 
in estimated cost of $133 million. They further contend that with 
s expenditure in the three dams they propose to build they would 
luce approximately 96 percent as much power as the Hells Canyon 
n would produce. Asthe Idaho Power Co. will secure their money 
m private sources, I am inclined to believe their figures are quite 
ine because when they go on the market to sell these bonds they 
ire going to have to prove to the bond purchasers the soundness of 
r proposition. It is further contended and I understand guaran- 
by the Idaho Power Co., that the first dam will be in production 
iin 2 years of the time construction is started and the other two 
| be completed within 4 years of the time the first dam construction 
ated This being the case and with the assurance of relief at 
time the power supply is expected to become acute, namely in 1958 
1959, it appears to me that this is the most feasible and logical 
dertaking. 
I am further wondering what excuse the proponents of this bill will 
e to offer for the 4 or 5 years the Northwest will have to wait when 
ey will so badly need power, for the construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam. Thank you. 
(The following portions of Mr. Custer’s prepared statement were 
not covered in his oral testimony :) 
[ am freight and passenger agent for the Northern Pacific and Spokane, Port- 
d & Seattle Railroads at Pasco, Wash., and mayor of the city of Pasco. 
rhe so called hearings from the public relative to the proposed construction 
f Hells Canyon Dam wherein technical information is excluded, appears to me 
be both amusing and disgusting. If it had not happened that I have been 
erested for a number of years in the development of the West and had not 
d what information that I could gather relative to the Hells Canyon con- 
oversy, I would be reluctant to take the liberty of expressing my view before 
r committee, relative to the power problem. 
It is indeed a shame that the representatives of the people in the Senate of the 
nited States cannot discard their petty hatreds and political aspirations for 
good of the people represented. 


I 


(The following telegrams were referred to by Mr. Custer :) 


Please register opposition of our entire organization to Federal development 
of Hells Canyon. Favor private construction and resulting tax benefits. 
Martin, Brown & Hotter. 


Urge you strongly to permit private development of Snake River. Am un- 
erably opposed to Federal expenditure of taxes for this purpose in view of the 
t that private will do the job. 

R. T. Smeitrz, Pullman. 


We are interested in efficiency and taxpayers not Government ownership and 
( pposite, 


Metzcar, Washington Hotel. 
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Senator Nevpercer. At this point we have a message from Mr: 
Bernard Barbee as an individual telling us to let private enterprise 
build Hells Canyon Dam, and a telegram from Mr. R. L. McLean, 
president of Pasco Kennewick Central Labor Council, backing Fede 
development of Hells ( Canyon. I am submitting these all for 
record. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:) 

Save on taxes let private enterprise build the dam. 

BERNARD Bars 

The Pasco Kennewick Central Labor Council hereby extends to your commi 
a hearty welcome to the lower Columbia Basin. This council representi! 
proximately 25,000 residents in the tricity area has repeatediy gone on rec 
as favoring the sound development of our natural resources. We believe t 
this can be accomplished by the development of the high multipurpose dam at 
Hells Canyon 

R. L. McLean, 
President, Pasco Kennewick Central Labor Counc 

Senator Neusercer. The next witness for the opponents will be Mr, 

Clif Church. 


STATEMENT OF CLIFF CHURCH, PASCO, WASH. 


Mr. Crrurcu. Ladies and gentlemen of the committee, it 1s an honor 
to be permitted to appear at this meeting before this honored commit 
tee. I did not come with a prepared statement such as some oth 
have, but Iam deeply interested and wish to make my thinking ee n. 

Certainly, I want to confirm emphatically the statement made | 
one of the representatives from Walla W alla that we are all certainly 
concerned with a socialistic trend to Government ownership. Surely 
the Government should give assistance in those matters that are too 
heavy, too much of a financial burden for the individual corporations 
and institutions to handle, but where the local concerns, corporations, 
individual enterprise representatives being ready and willing and 
have the ability to develop any business, whether it’s power or other- 
wise, I think it is right to give them, certainly, a fair chance to take 
care of that type of development. 

I can’t quite understand why people who are certainly the ep 
people of our country, are our representatives in Congress and tl! 
legislature, and others have to be so far divergent in their opinions 
on these things as to facts and figures and the necessity of develop 
ment. We have, only within the past 30 days, one of our top repre 
sentatives, a Senator, giving a statement that we must have power 
next year or we will beshort. We have another representative, equally 
high, stating that we have ample power until 1960. They have avail- 
able the technical skill and information of engineers. Certainly they 
ean get closer together than that. 

Our own local company, who have engineers make a study, ou 
own power company tells me we have ample power to 1960. We have 
to base our actions on such information and it should be a little more 
accurate than that. 

[ certainly would like to endorse, and implore, that consideration 
of the matter of this | k ind be left with the duly appointed group who 
iave time and have the special technical information and technicians 
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hand to give it proper consideration, the Federal Power Commis- 
be unhampered in rendering their judgment as to who should 
velop that dam. We need immediate power. It is stated, I think 
th authority, that we should get that power within 18 months to 2 
ws. If we do not get it even until 5 years, which some of our 
presentatives claim, we'll meet the need. That, as I understand, 
iid be far ahead of any power we might get if it was left to the 
elopment by the Government. 
Kctimates that I have been able to get a ite that it will require 
om 8 to 10 vears if and when it may ever be developed because we 
| have to clear obstacles and we still have to have an appropriation 
d Congress hasn’t yet approved even the Government develop 
nt or any appropriation for that purpose. If the facts available 
» dependable, the cost of development of the high dam at Hells 
yon will be some 2 or 3 times the cost of oes development by 
Idaho Power Co. on the 3 dams and will generate very little 
excess power over the 3-dam development. The cost will be some- 
ve ike, I believe, four-hundred-tour-something dollars per kilo- 
tt for the Federal development and some hundred seventy dollars 
: kilowatt for the three low dams. Aside from that, the low dams 
- not be a Government-increased indebtedness to already fan- 
ic Government burden, and I think we should certainly encourage 
(overnment,to keep from taking over a burden that private enterprise 
; willing to take. 
| would like to see the bill for Government development of Hells 
inyon rejected, certainly until the Power Commission can render 
eir decision and give private enterprise an opportunity to develop 
dam with their own resources, when they are ready and willing 
to do SO. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Church. Mr. Gilbert Lamb, 
of Milton-Freewater, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF GILBERT LAMB, MILTON-FREEWATER, OREG. 


Lamp. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Gil 
bert Lamb, I reside in Milton-Freewater, Oreg., and operate a food 
processing plant at Weston, Oreg., and a cold storage warehouse at 
M lton-Freewater, all in Umatilla County. We purchase ap proxi 

uitely $25,000 of power a year, part from public and part from pri- 
vate agencies, We have analyzed the rates we pay in each instance 
nd when the extra taxes paid by the private agencies are considered, 
the two rates are about equal. 

Now, our tax burden is becoming heavier each year and of course 
ve would like to share it with other saiiate enterprises. For this 
reason I favor private, taxpaying power development whenever feas- 
ble. It has been said that the Columbia River Basin contains 42 per- 
cent of the Nation’s potential hydroelectric energy and that we have 
(eveloped only approximately one-sixth of the possible capacity. 
There is plenty of needed development of our Columbia River system. 


(here is need for both public and private development as fast as 
possib le. 


Now, at Hells Canyon we have a situation where private industry 
pre pared and willing to proceed immediately with the construction 


three dams. These three dams would utilize every foot of the fall 
62506—55 16 
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of the river in that section, and fit into the overall, complete develo; 
ment of the whole system. They can be completed in time to alli 
viate the power shortage facing us in 1960. Their operation and 
rates would be supervised, for the public good, by both the Federa| 
Power Commission and the State public utility commissions. 

I do not believe that Government ownership is so firmly a policy 
these United States that private ownership should be denied the right 
to construct any major dams in the Columbia River Basin. I do not 
believe that we in the Northwest should be denied the power we ne 
for the 8 years it would take to construct the public power high dam 
this is 8 years after Congress might see fit to spend the money fro 
an unbalanced budget. If private industry is to construct any majo 
dams in the Columbia system, a dam site that is not complicated | 
public irrigation requirements is more logical. Hells Canyon is thi 
type of location. 

The public power people in favor of the high dam at Hells Canyon 
would have the general public believe that the engineering and e: 
nomic studies on one high dam versus three small dams are so com 
plicated that only experts can analyze them. This I do not see to be 
the case. It is entirely possible for we average citizens to get a pretty 
good comparison of the costs and the potential capacities of the two 
different propositions. We can do this by considering certain main 
facts all of which are pretty well agreed upon by both sides in the 
question. 

The public pee people admit that the high dam would cost a 
very minimum of $357 to $400 millions, and maybe more. The 
Idaho Power people claim they can build the 3 small dams at a 
total cost of $133 million. The Morrison-Knudsen Co., one of the 
largest contractors in the world, have testified that they could build 
the three dams for the $133 million estimated by the Idaho Power 
engineers. Therefore, even I, who am not an engineer or an expert, 
can see that the public power high-dam proposal will cost approxi- 
mately 3 times as much as the private power’s 3-small-dam proposal. 
Paanices, the question boils down to what will the 3 small dams 
produce compared to the 1 large dam. Even this isn’t impossible for 
the ordinary citizen to understand. It is known that the high dam 
is proposed to be 602 feet high. It is known that the total height of the 
three small dams would be almost exactly equal. It is a simple engi- 
neering fact recognized by the average citizen that if a given amount 
of water is allowed to flow through the turbines of the high dam, the 
same amount of water flowing through the turbines of the three small 
dams would produce an equa] amount of power: The power produced 
is the same in each case because the same weight of water falls the 
same number of feet in each case. 

However, the 1 large dam will make a lake which will hold more 
water than the 3 smaller dams. This is easy to see because the lake 
would be deeper. In fact the high dam would impound almost 4 
times as much water, 3.880.000 acre-feet compared to 1 million acre- 
feet. Now, how much is this extra reservoir capacity worth and can 
it even be filled more than a small percentage of the years? This is 
the question that engineers argue about. 

But, if the average citizen can stop rightt here and use just the 
information we are sure about and understand, we can apply the same 
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veighing of values we do when buying a house or a car. We can’t 
.elp but conclude that the extra cost of the high dam over the small 
nes is not worth it. We can see that the $133 million buys 3 small 
lams 602 total feet high and 1 million acre-feet of reservoir and that 
the high dam provides the same except that the extra one-fourth of a 
llion dollars for the high dam buys only 2,880,000 acre-feet of addi- 
tional reservoir capacity. We can see that this extra money of ours, 
spent elsewhere on the river, will give us much more value per dollar. 
For these reasons I urge you, ladies and gentlemen, to lend your 
ipport against Senate bill No. 1333, against the public power high 
im in favor of the private power three low dams. 
[ thank you. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Lamb. The next witness will 
e Mr. Arthur W. Hartgraves of La Grande, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR W. HARTGRAVES, LA GRANDE, OREG. 


Mr. ArrHur W. Harreraves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members 
of the committee, my name is Arthur W. Hartgraves. I am presently 

ttending Eastern Oregon College of Education at La Grande, Oreg. 
i is my desire to place before this committee this brief in opposition 
to the construction cf Hells Canyon Dam. 

[ have had the pleasure of serving as chairman of the Eastern 
Oregon College Young Republican Club during 1954-55. I also 
erved as chairman of the Milton-Freewater Young Republican Club 

ring 1953-54. I am at present a member of the executive board of 
he Eastern Oregon College Young Republican Club. The opinions 
| express here coincide with the majority opinion of the membership 
f the Kastern Oregon College Young Republican Club. 

[ wish to touch upon four outstanding reasons why a Federal-built 

un should not be constructed in Hells Canyon. I cannot attempt 
to touch upon the many other objections, as time is limited. I am 
pposed to the construction of a Federal built high dam in Hells 
aes of Snake River for these reasons. 

. The engineering facts prove conclusively that a three-dam pro- 
ram is the most economical plan for the development of Snake River. 
The present state of the Federal budget and the need of money else- 
vhere is a sound argument itself against construction of a Federal 
adn. 

To build this dam a half billion dollars is estimated to be needed. 
\nd, if past Federal programs are any indication, the cost will far 
exceed that amount at the time the dam is completed. 

The Idaho Power Co. is able and willing to build three dams which 
evidence has purported to be as beneficial as the proposed high dam. 

there any logical reason why the American taxpayer should shoulder 
2 expense when private industry is willing to do it for him? There 
s none. 

The three-dam program is best suited for full development of 
he Snake River and affected areas. The adequacy of the three-dam 
program has been proven. Full development of irrigation, naviga- 
tion, water control, recreation, and power is best suited by the three- 
im program. The region will not suffer if the Idaho Power Co. 

illowed to proceed. 
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3. The building of a high dam by the Federal Government is unne 
essary when p1 vate adeetes is able and willing to do the job equal 
well, If the facts « lidl not prove that the three-dams program Bive 
benefits equal to the high dam, the issue would be different. But, t 


facts are just the opposite. 

W! nen pri vate ndustry can do the job adequately and satisfactori 
there is no need for the Federal Government to do it. It is my sir 
cere bel] ( f that col struction of this (lam by the Federal Governm« nt 


CO) ae unnecessary intervention. 

The Northwest is in need of prompt utilization of the pow 
potenti: al of the Snake River. In short, there is a time and need fact 
which needs to be considered. It is estimated that the high dam w 
take 6 to 8 years for completion. That means a minimum delay of 
6 years before power is produced. The 3-dam program is estimated 
for completion with 3 to 4 years. But, in less than 2 years’ time, 
Oxbow Dam will be producing power for consumption. 

Why delay power production by a possible 6 years? The need 
too critical. The sooner the potential is utilized, the sooner tli 
benefits will be rer eived. 

The 3-dam program costs the taxpayers nothing, the high dam : 
unnecessary Federal intervention, the 3-dam program 1s best suited 
for full Snake River development, and the high dam will delay power 
production. These are my reasons why I do not favor constructior 
of a Feder al- built high cd: a\ in He lis C anyon. Thank Vou. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Hartgraves. The next wit 
ness is Mr. Glenn Sands, of Cove, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN SANDS, COVE, OREG. 


Mr. Sanps. Honorable ladies and gentlemen, I am Glenn Sands, 
am from Cove, Oreg. Iam a farmer and have lived on the same farm 
for the past 14 years. I wish to offer my objections to the proposed 
Federal dam in Hells C anyon. From the information I have been 
able to obtain, I am convinced that the proposal of the Idaho Powe 
Co. is much more reasonable and advisable. However, I do not wish 
to go into figures of costs, and so forth. I will leave the figures for 
those who know the facts. My opposition is based on the principle 
involved. 

Laman American and I am proud of the land of my birth. I think 
you will all agree that our Nation has developed to its present position 
on a principle of free enterprise. Why should we change our prin 
ciple at this time? Is there any reason to believe that a program of 
socialistic administration will improve on what we have? | oy 
in a program of letting private industry do as much as is practic: 
and for the Government to handle the projects that are too large ii 
private capital to carry. By such a program, the public can be pro 
tected from monopoly by industry and by Government alike. 

I will also mention the prob lem of taxation. Today taxation is 
& major consideration for farmers. We have demands for schools, 
roads, and the care of the aged. These demands are staggering fo! 
each segment of government, county, State, and Federal. I mention 
these conditions because T am of the belief that a power system under 
private management will pay taxes to county, state, and Federal 
CGrovernment. On the other hand, a government system will not be 
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ixed and our position will be even more serious than it is today. The 
tuation In Hermiston, Oreg., I believe, bears out this contention. 
Pheir school problem alone is overwhelming. Frankly, I believe that 
here private capital can and will perform these developments, they 
ould be encouraged to do so. Their tax dollars help the commun 
es, and the State and Federal Governments. 
My third point of objection stems from the unwieldy management 
f Government projects. I have observed that with Bonneville and 
Grand Coulee power we still have a constant threat of power shortage. 
[ cannot conceive of a real power shortage, considering the tremendous 
xpenditures being made, but rather that the powers that be are pro- 
oting their own program. I do not have much faith in Govern 
ent management. In farmer’s terms, “the tractor is too far from 
plow.” I contend we should encourage efficient management by 
private enterprise. 
| am speaking only for myself, but there are many others in this 
ty who feel the same w ay. I feel that Iam sensing public opinion 
ie One of our local leaders remarked to me just today as follows: 


I do not think that 20 percent of our people really and truly believe that Fed 
development of Hells Canyon is a practical proposition. 


In conelusion, I oppose this Federal project, 1, because I believe 

our system of free enterprise and can see no advantage in socialized 

wer. Two, because I believe the tax dollars of a privately operated 
ystem will be essential to all segments of government. Three, because 
| honestly feel that private industry will manage more efficiently 

| will be more economical. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I thank you for this opportunity to express 


y views, and I hope others will agree with my thinking. I know that 
you are trying to do what is best for the most people. For my part, 
| urge you to oppose the Federal project at Hells Canyon. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Sands. The next witness is 
Mr. James Jarnagin, of Union, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF J. B. JARNAGIN, UNION, OREG. 


Mr. J. B. Jarnacrn. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
iy name is Jim Jarnagin, I live in Union, Oreg., came over to Union 

| few years ago to start a small lumber operation. Prior to that time 
I ws as in the United States Army. 

[ prepared very carefully a statement, but I have taken two pages of 
otes, some of the notes I can’t remember, but I want to stray away 
from this paper that I very carefully prepared. 

It is said that it is a good speaker that succeeds in confusing the 
issue. Well, we were here to talk about whether we build a high dam 
or a low dam in Hells Canyon, but some of the speakers may not 
have confused the issue but they certainly have confused me. 

Now, since practically all the dams of the Federal Government, 
that the Federal Government have built, have been brought into this 
ssue, there hasn’t been any dam that the Government has built 
for any purpose that hasn’t been vigorously opposed. Starting back 
with the old Muscle Shoals Dam, the so-called Wilson Dam and 
Hoover Dam, Boulder Dam, and your TVA. I had an opportunity to 
observe very closely the TVA. I was in the Army stationed at Knox- 
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ville, Tenn., and my duties were in conjunction with the T\ 
Had a wonderful opportunity to do almost nothing, say nothing, and 
observe a lot and I became very well acquainted with Mr. Lilientha 
met Franklin Delano Roosevelt on his dedication of the Norris Dai 
One of mv duties while connected with the Norris Dam was to fu 
nish an escort and arrange for one of the concrete buckets that Wwe 
pouring concrete into the dam for Mrs. Roosevelt to take a ri 
from one side to the other side - the dam, so I’ve had a pretty, wi 
not dam experience, but I have been around a lot of dams and thi 
was definitely a need for the TVA and the system of dams and powe1 
lants that were built through that area. I believe there was a definite 
need for all of our dams. There is no question but what there is 
definite need for a high dam in Hells Canyon. The question to my 
mind is, Can we afford a high dam in Hells Canyon 

They built a wonderful system of dams through TVA. They stor 
so much water they had to go over into North Carolina to plant tl 
corn and come a few summers of dry weather now they want to 
see Mr. Dixon- Yates to get power. Well, there is no question but ¢] 
there will be use for all the power we can make in a high dam in He! 
Canyon, but with the continuous cost of Government, the road sys 
tem we have heard so much about in the last 2 weeks or a month, a1 
some other things that we need, if we have a private industry or p1 
vate ec apits al that can come in and build a dam that would serve its p 
pose, it would appear to me that the sensible thing to do would | 
turn them loose. It has been approved—it has been spenered 2 
these hearings and discussions seem to only tend to delay anyor 
building a dam. 

And the cost of the dam, we talk about the power and the water and 
most of the other dams that have been built, a greater share of t 
cost has been charged against erosion, flood control, or something other 
than power. If I understand this issue correctly, the dam proposed 
to be built by the Government, the high dam, some 90 to 95 percent 
is supposed to be charged directly against generation of power, get 
erating power. My paper says this is a nontechnical meeting and | 
am in no way qualified to m: nake a technical statement on which dan 
we should build. That has been discussed at great length. We have 
the Federal Power Commission and I would like to leave it in the 
hands of the Federal Power Commission and not just say we want a 
high dam, because maybe we can get a high dam. 

Who’s going to pay for the high dam? _Thank you. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Jarns agin :) 

My name is Jim Jarnagin. I live at Union, Oreg., where I have been engaged 
in the lumber business for several years. Prior to moving to Union, I was with 
the United States Army. 

Upon hearing of these scheduled, nontechnical meetings held to give people 
and organizations an opportunity to present their opinions, I felt it my duty to 
present for your consideration my opinion and the opinion of most people I talk 
with regarding the development of the section of Snake River in question. 

I am not a power expert, but after operating a small, all-electric lumbet 
operation for several years, and paying very substantial electric bills, I am well 
aware of the importance of cheap power in industry. I’m also aware of the fact 
that most of our power in the Northwest is cheap, because it is a byproduct of 
flood control, navigation, and reclamation operations. I have always been in 
favor of these projects that improve navigation, prevent floods, and assist in 
bringing new farmlands into production, and I believe them to be a responsibility 
of our Government. 
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n examining the Bureau of Reclamation’s Hells Canyon proposal several years 
I was surprised to learn that 95 percent of the cost of that project would 
arged to the generation of power. 
re recent reports indicate that a private company has = application te 
op the same section with generating plants that will generate approximately) 
ime amount of electricity as the proposed Hells ore project of the 
“au of Reclamation. 
view of the fact that past performances indicate private companies operate 
efficiently and more economically than Government projects, plus the fact 
private companies pay taxes and provide their own capital, | urge you to 
rt the private company proposal for developing the section of the Snake 
r in question. 
ilso urge you to examine very carefully all requests for tax money for proj 
that might be accomplished with private capital, as 1 am greatly conce rned 

the present national debt and our apparent inability to control Govern- 
spending, 
enator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Jarnagin. We would like to 
ounce the schedule for the remaining 20 minutes of the hearing. 

‘opponents of the bill will have 10 minutes, and I understand that 
ator Cope ‘land of Walla Walla will take that time. Then, after 
itor Copeland concludes at 10 minutes to 4, the proponents of the 
will have the concluding 10 minutes in which to summarize. 
vever, I would like to point out that any persons on either side 

tl Is question \ who have come here today prepared to present a 

itten statement, can submit them to the reporter and they will be 

componeaan in the official record of this hearing. Thank you very 
ih, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. COPELAND, WASHINGTON STATE SENATOR 
FROM WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Senator Henry CopgLtanp. I am Senator Copeland from Walla 
Walla, a chairman of a public-utility committee for the last 3 or 4 or 

sessions of the senate, and I would like to give my views of the 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

Those who espouse Federal construction of the high dam at Hells 
Canyon are deliberately playing politics at the expense of electric 
isers and the general development of the entire Pacific Northwest. 
Federal appropriation has been refused twice. The first bill was 
tabled indefinitely and a second time was killed in committee. What 
issurance is there that the huge appropriation required for a Federal 
project at Hells Canyon will come from Congress in the foreseeable 
future ? 

Now, I want to criticize and oppose the statement made by Senator 
ill here this morning, in which he compared the Hells Canyon Dam 
to the Grand Coulee Dam. He claimed Hells Canyon Dam to be a 
multipurpose dam, in which I cannot find any semblance of a multi- 
purpose project. We all recognize the fact that Grand Coulee is 
a multipurpose project and on a grand scale and a grand project, but 

t has no semblance to this Hells Canyon Dam. This Hells ( Canyon 
Dam is strictly a power project only. Outside of a large reservoir 

ich I cannot see any great need of, and as I have said before, would 
ly be filled once in 15 or 20 years. 

‘So we will pay nearly twice as much for the proposed Hells Canyon 
project as we paid for Grand Coulee and get one-third as much elec- 
tric energy. Furthermore, there are some storage benefits possible 
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from Grand Coulee, while there are virtually none from Hells Ca; 
yon. Federal high dam power will cost $4.44 per kilowatt, 3 low 
dams power will cost $1.70 per kilowatt. 

Thirdly, Grand Coulee involves a component reclamation factor, 
and in ” eli seasons 1S used to pump water for irrigation into the 
equalizer reservoirs. At Hells Canyon there is no reclamation phas 
that is physically related to the project. Therefore, as I said before 
this is strictly a power project, and I cannot see how anybody Can 
stand up here and ask the Federal ee nt to spend a large sum 
of money for a single-purpose project as this would be. 

1 would like to inject a slogan es that “polities is for politicians 
and dam building is for engineers and the two do not mix if we are 
going to give the public of this country value received,” if we are going 
to be honest with the people ot this country. I thank you. 

Senator Neus RGER. Thank you, Senator ( ‘opeland, very much, | 
think you still have, if you want, sir, you still have 314 or 4 minutes of 
youl time. 

Mr. Harry Cusrer. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate, the opposition 
appreciates the courtesy and consideration given by the board. We 
have nine more witnesses for the opposition and as time, according to 
the rules, will not permit, we will now yield the floor to the rebuttal 
~ the proponents. However, I would like to put in the record that 

» had nine more speakers that time wouldn’t let us have. 

Senator Neupercer. If they have prepared statements we will be 
glad to have them included in the record. 

Mr. Cusrer. I have filed some more statements. 

(The statements referred to appear in that portion of the transcript 
consisting of the exhibits. ) 

Senator Neusercer. Now we will allow the proponents of Senate 
bill 1333 approximately 10 minutes in which to present their rebuttal. 
Are you going to present it, Mr. Billington ? 

Mr. Ken Buuineron. Senator Neuberger, I have one additional 
witness which will cut down on our time, it’s the mayor of Walla 
Walla. 


Senator Neupercer. You can use the time any way you wish. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD BUERSTATTE, MAYOR OF 
WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Harovp Burrstratrre. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
Iam Harold Buerstatte, mayor of the city of Walla Walla, Wash., 
one of the principal cities of eastern Washington. I make my appear- 
ance today as an individual citizen who is interested in the economic 
future of his city, State, and Nation. I support a high Hells Canyon 
Dam to be constructed by the Federal Government. 

The people of Walla Walla are vitally concerned with the construc- 
tion of the high Hells Canyon Dam because it is the key to the con- 
struction of the four dams which Congress has authorized on the lower 
Snake River, Ice Harbor, Little Goose, Lower Monumental, and Lower 
Granite. These four lower Snake dams would generate much needed 
hydroelectric power and, in addition, make possible slack water navi- 
gation all the way from the Pacific Ocean to Lewiston, Idaho. Hells 
Canyon Dam would approximately double the firm power output of 
the lower Snake dams. 
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It has been said by Senator Wayne Morse that, “as Hells Canyon 
so goes the Snake and lower Columbia.” According to the Army 
vineers’ testimony at last year’s appropriation hearings, Ice Harbor 
Dam, and presumably the other three lower Snake dams, is not eco- 
cally feasible without upstream water storage of the amount and 
d that would be provided by Hells Canyon Dam. 
[here is no question but what the Pacific Northwest, the Nation, and 
. whole free world have benefited from the great dams constructed 
the Federal Government on the Columbia River. Despite all the 
paganda that one hears and reads these days, the people of the 
thwest do not regard Uncle Sam as theirenemy. We know that if 
was not for the Federal Government’s power, forest, and agricul- 
il programs, we would be ina bad way. This talk about a so-called 
deral power monopoly is a lot of ig ense. We people of the Pacifi 
N thw still have the right to say, by democr: tie processes, whether 
ant to be served by a public power agency or by a private utility 
mpany, and that is the way it should be. For example, a private 
lity company has always served the city of Walla Walla. 
When the United States goes into a foreign country to strengthen its 
momy, France and India for example, it often proposes and helps 
inance governmental dams. It doesn’t make sense to me to advo 
cate big dams for other nations, and even pay for them, then turn 
nd and denounce similar dams on the rivers of the United States, 
| am confident that the great majority of the people of my city favor 
construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam. I urge that this 
committee report favorably a proper bill to get the job started and 
mpleted without further delay. 
Senator Neuspercer. Mr. Billington. 


1 


STATEMENT OF KEN BILLINGTON, PASCO, WASH. 


Mr. Ken Bitiuineron. Senator Neuberger, members of the commit- 
tee, first, on behalf of the proponents of S. 1333, we wish to thank 
your committee for coming to Pasco in order that we might express 
to you the grassroots support for the high Hells Canyon Dam. Now, 

‘had many other people who were here today but realizing the im- 
portance of your time, we were unable to present their statements and 
| have 32 additional statements which I wish to present to you for 
ntroduction into the record of the hearing. 

\s a brief introduction of myself, my name is Ken Billington, execu- 
tive secretary of the Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association. 
The views which I am going to express in the written statement which 
| also wish to insert in the record, come from the locally elected com- 
missioners. ‘These are men who are locally elected with the responsi- 
bility of serving electric service to over 25 percent of the population 
of our great State. 

[ stress one part about these remarks. They are elected on a non- 
partisan basis and therefore their approach to this legislation and 

aatters of the Hells Canyon Dam, is strictly nonpolitical. They are 

interested in only one thing, and that is full utilization of the water 
resources. In the written statement which I have outlined here and 
which I am going to brief in order to conserve the time, we have cited 
our support “for the legislation now before you and we give that as 
people who are concerned and charged with the responsibility of 
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conservation of the water resources of the State of Washington for 
the benefit of the people therein. 

Now, in oral summary for the entire proponents of S. 1333, I make 
the following points: 

The high Hells Canyon Dam will be good for both the upstream and 
downstream areas. The upstream areas of Idaho and eastern Oregon, 
the downstream areas here in our State and western Oregon. First, 
the bill guarantees absolute protection of their water rights. We t] 
that is mandatory. Second, the bill guarantees to the upstream area 
a minimum of 500,000 kilowatts of power, and again we remind you, 
I speak as a downstream person. We think that is proper. And 
third, the bill guarantees to the upstream areas financial assistance 
from power revenues for future irrigation development. We in the 
State of Washington know of the great amount of support which is 
come to reclamation from our Grand Coulee, and incidentally, j : 
to digress a moment, for those who say that Federal projects ‘e 
pay taxes, I would respectfully remind them that the Grand Coulee 
power revenues will pay for approximately $450 million of iechan a- 
tion costs. 

We in the downstream areas support the three particular points in 
S. 1333 because they are important advantages for the upstream areas, 
On the other hand, our people in the downstream areas have an equ: ily 
valuable stake in this project because the Hells Canyon Dam will 
convert the useless summer flow of floodwaters which cause so much 
damage along the 500 miles of river flow into useful productive el 
tric energy in the winter months. This dam will make good water 
out of bad water. 

The primary interest of those of us in the downstream areas is in 
the added generation at the downstream dams and _ flood-contro] 
benefits which will come from the high dam. The fundamental issu 
involved in this case may be expressed by the following ee: 
Shall we here in the Pacific Northwest have a long- range regiona 
comprehensive river-basin Sonne nt, whereby the maximum al d 
multipurpose use of all waters can be obtained, or shall we have a 
short-range partial piecemeal special interest, ¢ saratbtieton river 
development based on political expediency and quick profits to a 
monopoly interest of the present generation? Thank you very much. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Billington :) 

I am Ken Billington, executive secretary of the Washington Public Utility 
Districts’ Association. 

The Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association is comprised of operati! 
and nonoperating public utility districts in the State of Washington. Twenty- 
nine out of the thirty-nine counties in the State of Washington have organized 
public utility districts. Of those organized, 22 have active electric utility 
operations serving over 213,000 customers. or aprpoximatelv 25 percent of the 
total electric customers of the State of Washington. Combining our total cus- 
tomers with those of the other public power or nonprofit agencies, such as city 
light systems and rural cooperatives, over 60 percent of the electric customers 
in this State are served by organizations based on the principle of low cost 
and abundant power. 

The views which are expressed here come from the locally elected public 
utility district commissioners. These are men who are selected by the local 
electorate to have the responsibility of furnishing electric service to the people 
of their counties through the operation of the public-utility districts. We 
stress the locally elected feature because as such these men truly represent a 
“grassroots” viewpoint and a consumer’s interest on power development. 

Another point with which we would preface our remarks is that the election 
of these commissioners is on an nonpartisan basis, and therefore you will find 
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their views on power development are not prompted by any particular 
itical belief or program. They would measure the legislation which is before 
ir committee by a single standard. The State law under which they operate 
arges them with the responsibility to “conserve the water and power resources 
the State of Washington for the benefit of the people thereof.’ That is their 
interest. Certainly, complete and proper development of the Snake River 
ch flows through this State is of concern and importance to the people whom 
serve, even though the dam sites may lie beyond our State borders. 

We support S. 1333 which would authorize construction of a high multi- 

rpose dam at the Hells Canyon site on the Snake River by the Federal Govern 
nt. In supporting the high dam we are opposed to the construction of the 

‘ee smaller dams in the same river area by the Idaho Power Co. Our position 
=; heen one of steadfast opposition to the “scalping” of the Hells Canyon area. 
Chere is an important fundamental in this regard. Opposition by the public- 
lity districts to the three-dam proposal of the Idaho Power Co. does not 

from disagreement as to “who” is to build the project. Our opposition 
the three-dam plan, and conversely our support for the high Hells Canyon 

m, is based on what type of dam we feel must be built at this site to assure 
ximum and comprehensive river-basin development. This has been our posi- 

since intervening at the original Federal Power Commission hearings at 
er, Oreg., in July 1952 in opposition to the licensing of the proposed low 
ms 

During the intervening months there has been a lot of propaganda and a lot 
so-called expert testimony given in the license application hearings of the 
ho Power Co. before the Federal Power Commission. The fundamental issue 
olved in this case, which may be expressed by the following question : Shall we, 
e in the Pacific Northwest, have a long-range regional, comprehensive river- 

sin development whereby the maximum and multipurpose use of all waters can 
obtained: Or shall we have a short-range partial, piecemeal, special-interest, 
im-skimming river development based on political expediency and quick 
its to a monopoly interest of the present generation? 

If these last words seem a hit harsh in application to the plans of the Idaho 
er Co., may we respectfully cite that many of the pioneers in the local pub 
power movement in the State of Washington lived through an analogous 
ation with this same type of special-interest selfishness in the fight for the 

eat Grand Coulee Dam as opposed to the small low-head Kettle Falls Dam 

thin this State. 

Speaking specifically on S. 1333, section 2, which protects the upstream water 

vhts for irrigation and other beneficial consumptive uses, is right and proper. 
\lthough power development is our first consideration, we recognize the need 

r multipurpose use and the priority of upstream consumptive use. 

Section 3 of this legislation, which allocates a definite amount of power to the 
entral and upper Snake River Basin area, meets with our approval. At no 

ne have the public utility districts of the State of Washington had any designs 
the at-site generation of the Hells Canyon development. Our interest lies 

the downstream power developments which are made feasible by substantial 
pstream storage, coupled with the additional power which comes by integra 
on of the two river systems of the Snake and Columbia. We recognize a re- 
gional economy as well as a regional power supply, and low-cost public power 
the upper Snake River area will boost the entire regional economy. 

We endorse section 4 of the present bill. Although many of the opponents 

the Federal high Hells Canyon Dam have constantly recited that previous 
Congresses who were supposedly public-power minded, had turned down author- 
zation of the high Hells Canyon Dam, it should be noted that many public- 

ower people in the Pacific Northwest objected to the previous legislation be- 
iuse of the amount of irrigation subsidies which were to be paid from power 
evenues. We believe section 4 of this new legislation will protect the interest 
f both the reclamation groups and the power users, because it permits reclama 

m subsidy from power revenues, but it provides that any such project shall 
be approved by act of Congress. This removes the conflict on the project, and 
vill afford all parties an opportunity to evaluate the feasibility and desirability 

f future reclamation. 

In summary, the Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association, in accord- 
ance with the resolution adopted by the locally-elected commissioners as repre- 
sentatives of the member districts thereof, and on behalf of the 213,000 electric 
consumers served by them in the State of Washington, supports 8. 1333, which 
provides for a high dam at Hells Canyon bvilt as an integrated unit in a com- 

rehensive river-basin development program, with multipurpose use of the 
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full protection to upstream consumptive water rights, and the alloc 


stantial portion of at-site power for use in the dam-site area. 
We urge favorable action on this legislation 


(The following statements were filed at the hearing for ineclus 


» record :) 
oF KiickiraTt County PUD No. 1 


Gentlemen, this statement is in behalf of the Klickitat County PUD Ni 
with its principal business address Goldendale, Wash. The statement is iss 
by the direction of the board of commissioners of the public utility district 

The county of Klickitat covers an area of S4 miles along on the north shor¢ 
the Columbia River, almost midway between Portland, Oreg., and Pasco, W 
the district serves approximately 5,000 electric customers with a distributi 
and transmission system of 1,100 miles. This county is essentially one of a ru 
status, making its livelihood from farming, logging, and saw milling. The int 
est in developing this county more along industrial lines has been very k 
considering the dwindling supply of merchantable timber, forcing upor 
county a transition from a one-industry area to a multiple-industry area, if 
are to survive. We keenly feel the need for abundant low-cost power to ac 
plish this change in economy. To that end we feel that we have a very dir 
interest in the naximum development of the Columbia River and its tributari 

The Public Utility District Act of 1931 sets forth very briefly the purpose 
our eXistence as a utility—‘The purpose of this act is to authorize the establis} 
ment of public utility districts to conserve the water and power resources of the 
State of Washington for the benefit of the people thereof, and to supply pu 
utility service, including water and electricity, for all uses.” 

The public utility district’s interest in people and their communities reaches 
into a broad interest in their welfare. Our particular interest in navigation, fo 
exaliple, is the benefit that it gives to our industries in the way of cheaper trans 
portation. Likewise, our interest in flood control is directly linked with ou 
power customer’s industry, farms, and homes. 

You may wonder why our great interest in Hells Canyon which is located 
quite remote from Klickitat County. We believe we have a very direct interest 
as we will attempt to point out in the following ennumerated points: 


1. POWER AND INDUSTRY 


Within the bounds of this county there are located two sites for major power 
dams on the Columbia River—one is now being constructed at The Dalles and 
the other is authorized and under consideration for the John Day site. Accord 
ing to the Army Engineers’ reports, the increased power potential of these 2 
dams as a result of the construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam would be 
56,000 kilowatts at John Day and 50,000 kilowatts at The Dalles. The Army 
has further stated there would be a total benefit of 1,122,000 kilowatts from all 
downstream dams proposed in the 308 report. 

We are presently dealing with industries that have shown a desire to locate at 
or near either one of the two dams in this county if they are assured substantial 
amounts of power at rates commensurate with other similar industry in the 
Northwest. 

As you know, the design at the Dalles Dam makes way for additional generator 
facilities to be installed if and when the necessary up-river storage is created 
The high Hells Canyon Dam is one of the links in this storage system. Without 
that and other up-river storage projects, it would effectively reduce the availa- 
bility of power at site at these 2 dams in the amount of 106,000 kilowatts, which 
in itself is a major industry, even of the high power-consuming type such as 
chemical or metal plants. 

2. FOLLOWING A PLAN 


The second point that we wish to pursue is the fact that the Army Bureau 
of Reclamation has spent some $5 million making comprehensive studies of the 
river basin to show Congress and the people the best possible methods for develop 
ing this great river basin. It is most difficult for us to realize or understand 
how Congress could possibly allow these plans to be scuttled in favor of other 
plans as is proposed by the Idaho Power Co. Therefore we feel that Congress 
should take an affirmative step in authorizing and starting the high Hells Canyon 
Dam. 
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8. FLOOD CONTROL 


Che third item that is of importance to this community is the flood-control 
ture of the high Hells Canyon Dam. The 1949 flood damage for agricultural, 
sidential, commercial, industrial, transportation, and other, totaled over $90 
llion. Of this amount, this area that we represent was in the zone that con- 
ibuted almost $5 million to this total. As we have observed the continual 
wth of shoreside activities along our river, we are certain that another such 
flood would far exceed the 1948 flood cost. 

We have also observed during our studies of Army engineer data, that the 
Hells Canyon site will contribute a total of 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
apacity. We also note that the crest of the flood in the Vancouver area could 

ssibly have been reduced by 1 foot with an additional up-river storage capacity 

f approximately 400,000 acre-feet. As you can see by these two figures, the high 
Hells Canyon Dam becomes very very important to us in a matter of flood 

ntrol. 

There are other points that are of direct economic interest to us such as irriga- 

m and navigation. The above three points, however, seem to be outstanding 
ous. We would like to see the Federal Government authorize and construct 
he high Hells Canyon Dam. 

EmMMET E, CLousr, 
Manager of Public Utility District, NO. 1, of Klickitat County. 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE RIDDELL, SKAMANIA, WASH. 


My name is Clyde Riddell, I reside at Skamania, Wash. I am appearing for 
ud in behalf of the Southwest Washington Public Utilities Association. This 

ssociation is‘ comprised of 114,000 consumers of low-cost public power, and a 
population of in excess of 500,000 people. We have an investment of over $44 
uillion in distribution facilities, which are owned and cperated by the citizens 
of the various districts at the grassroot level. 

Each public-utility district is directed by a commission of three elected local 
residents who earry on the business of the district through a qualified manager. 
Che major function of the districts is to distribute electrical power to the resi- 
dents of the districts, both rural and urban. Practically all the power distributed 
y the districts is purchased by them from the Bonneville Power Administration 

nd distributed to the consumer at cost. 

I also appear for the 8 public-utility districts which, under joint contract, as a 
egal entity, intervened in the hearing before the Federal Power Commission in 

e matter of the Idaho Power Co.’s application for a license to construct 3 small 
dams on the Snake River between the States of Oregon and Idaho in the im 

ediate vicinity of the proposed Federal dam at Hells Canyon. These are Lewis 
County Public Utility District, Public Utility District, No. 1, of Klickitat County, 
Benton County Publie Utility Distret, Public Utility District, No. 1, of Skamania 
County, Publie Utility Disrict, No. 3, of Mason County, Clark County Publie 
Utility District, Publie Utility Disrict, No. 2, of Pacific County, and Franklin 

ounty Public Utility District. These counties chiefly border on the Columbia 
River from its confluence with the Snake River to near its mouth. 

rhe purpose of the public-utility law was to conserve the power and water 
esources for the benefit of the people and to supply public-utility services in 

uding water and electricity for all uses. 

The construction of one or more small dams on the Snake River at or in the 
Vicinity of Hells Canyon would nullify the construction of a multipurpse Federal 

sh dam, and thus deprive the downriver areas of the protection from floods 
furnished by a high dam, and also the large amount of power to be secured by 

onserving the floodwaters of the Snake at that point, and materially disrupt 
the development of the Columbia River Basin as set forth in the comprehensive 
ind integrated plan of the United States Army engineers 308 report. 

To control the floodwaters of the Columbia River Basin, will require a number 
dams on the various tributaries; each will have its function in the contro! of 
the water at flood stage and maintain a high firm power output from all down 
river power generating plants. 

Low-cost power and flood control can only be established and maintained by a 

inprehensive, integrated resource development of the Columbia River Basin 

vVhich a high dam at Hells Canyon is a definite and indispensible part. We 

ust emphasize the value of the storage of 4 million acre-feet of floodwater by a 
high dam at Hells Canyon both powerwise, and for flood control. “he recent 


f 
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maior flood of June 1948S flooded over 508,000 acres of land and caused dj 
damage in excess of $100 million. A large portion of the overflow and dar 

occurred in the districts which I represent. Effective flood control by 

storage of floodwaters is a function of the Federal Government. The H 
Canyon site is one of the best, if not the best site for a storage dam in 
Columbia River Basin. There are no railroads to be relocated, no agricult 
lands to be flooded, but will furnish transportation facilities for strategic 1 
erals from the mines to railhead, and conserve water to be loosed during 
period of low flow aiding transportation on the lower reaches of the Snake Ri 
and the Columbia River, and firming up power at the lower river generat 
plants 

Without large storage, floods will continue. As our cultural developn 
increases, damage will increase in proportion. Without storage the power pot 
tial of the Columbia River will be reduced, and the economic growth and wea 
of the Northwest will be reduced accordingly. 

The distribution of low-cost power by public agencies has stimulated priv 
enterprise in our area to the extent that our power demand increased from 
to 20 percent annually, and a power shortage in the near future is imminent 
It follows that the power from a high Federal dam at Hells Canyon is in 
pensable to our economy. 

At this point I wish to call attention to a statement made recently i: 
press by a Senator from Idaho, in support of three small dams on this porti 
of the Snake River, that the water of the Snake will be used for irrigation thu 
decreasing the efficiency of power generation at Hells Canyon. If that is true 
it would decrease the efficiency of three small dams proportionately. 

It is to be remembered that water is not destroyed by irrigation, it may bx 
retarded in its flow, but not destroyed. Water applied to irrigation is dissen 
nated in three major ways, by evaporation, and transmutation through plants 
into the atmosphere. This moisture is again precipitated from the air as dew 
or as rain or snow on the higher mountains. A large portion sinks and joins 
the ground water and rejoins the stream in springs. A storage dam on the 
Clearwater River will not control the floodwaters of the Snake River. Again 
he ienores the fact that half of the Snake River at the site of Hells Canyon is 
in the State of Oregon, or that a fair amount of the water of the Snake River at 
that point flows in from the Owyhee River, the Malheur River, the Burnt River 
and the Powder River that drain a large mountainous territory in the State of 
Oregon. Ata time of hostilities with a foreign power, the defense and security 
of our industries is of fundamental importance. That defense industries lh. 
secure in their operation is not to be questioned. 

A high Federal dam, with power generation at Hells Canyon due to its loca 
tion has a bafrier of natural defense not equaled by any other powersite in the 
country. Located some 400 miles from the coastline in the deepest canyon on the 
North American Continent, so narrow and winding that it is impossible for a 
large plane to follow up or down the canyon. The rim of the canyon is over 
5,000 feet above the dam site where ideal locations are available for the place 
ment of antiaircraft artillery. With the Seven Devil Mountains on the east and 
the Wallowa Mountains on the west whose summits range from 9,000 to 11,000 
feet above sea level develops a high factor of safety and security. 

The breaching of the dam at Grand Coulee by aircraft bombing, which does 
not have the natural defense position of that of the Hells Canyon would inca 
pacitate the lower Columbia River powerplants with disastrous results to indus 
try, especially those engaged in the manufacture of defense materials. With 
power available from a high dam at Hells Canyon continued operations would 
be insured. This defense factor placed the high dam at Hells Canyon with its 
power generation as an indispensable part of the national defense. 

Assuming that during World War II, Grand Coulee. Rock Island, and Bonne- 
ville Dams had been incapacitated, our shipyards in the Northwest would have 
been closed, production of 50 percent of the aluminum of the United States would 
have been lost, airplane production would have been seriously curtailed, th 
electrochemical plants would have been closed and we would have been dealt a 
devastating blow, which would have threatened our success in the war. 

At the present time with war clouds threatening on the horizon by nations 
whose ideologies are antagonistic to our principles of government our superiority 
is best maintained by erecting our defenses at home than endeavoring to bu) 
the uncertain support of minor nations with large outlays of moneys and 
materials. 

The Northwestern States have produced a large amount of mineral wealth 
Many of our high-grade deposits are exhausted or nearing exhaustion. There 
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ins extensive deposits of lower grade ores, the mineral contents of which 
essential to the national economy. With low-cost power available many of 
se deposits can become productive, and the metals made available to the 
s of industry. 
e live from the products of the soil, but we advance in civilization and elevate 
tandards of living as we mine the minerals of the earth and apply them to 
eficial use. That these various mineral deposits be developed and processed 
sential to our national economy and weltare. 
es and nations that have not developed and utilized their mineral re 
es have not advanced in civilization or elevated their standards of living 
nain on the level of past centuries. 
not to be presumed that the private power companies with their phil 
of a scarcity of power with a resulting high price will furnish the low 
nower in quantities that wil) result in the economic development of these 
ral deposits which are essential to our continued stable economy It fol 
that the low-cost power from Hells Canyon Dam is indispensable. 
he construction of a Federal dam at Hells Canyon in conformity with the 
report of the United States Army Engineers is not a political issue, but far 
ends party lines or party affiliation. Republicans and Democrats in the 
cts that I represent are united in their support for a high multipurpose dam 
| in protecting their homes from the ravages of floods, and to maintain 
economy with a continued flow of low-cost power. With you honorable 
mbers of the United States Senate rests a decision fraught with grave respon 
ties. 
CLYDE RIDDELL,- 
President of the Southwest Washington PUD. Association, Secretary of the 
Columbia Snake River Development Association. 


SPOKANE HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION 


We believe that the growth and welfare of the Pacific Northwest depend upon 

full development of the storage potentialities of the high dam at Hells Can 

At the present time we are short of electric power in the Northwest. 

ng the spring and summer, melting snows supply an abundance of water. 

must assist nature in preserving this waste water for the fall and winter 

ise electricity must be produced 365 days a year. A great storage reservoir 

t Hells Canyon will store this waste for periods of scarcity and help to distribute 
ibundant waste surplus water over the scarcity periods. 

Abundant supplies of fresh water are of ever increasing importance to a 

rowing economy and too many areas of our country are now suffering from 
water scarcity. Under these conditions, we cannot afford to waste one of our 
greatest resources. Destruction often results from uncontrolled floods rushing 
the sea, but if these same floods be tamed and utilized, they may be our 
itest national resource. Even if the money for immediate construction can- 

be appropriated now, this great potential resource should not be given 

If future atomic development should displace the conventional hydro and 
im power, construction of Hells Canyon storage would still be a continuing 

orthwhile project because the storage of water there would help to eliminate 

ngerous floods and would be of great aid to irrigation and downstream 
igation, 

The great majority of people in Spokane and the Northwest realize the im- 
portance of this project and wish that it be developed as a Federal project. This 
fact would still be true even if it is impossible to get construction money this 

or next. This great natural resource should be preserved for all the people 
nd not given away as certain people now holding responsible positions in Gov 
iment believe, 
SPOKANE HELL’s CANYON ASSOCIATION, 
By Harvey Erickson, President. 
THOMAS P, DELANrEy, Secretary. 


rhe California-Pacifie Utilities Co. provides electric service in an area covering 
ost of Union, Baker, Grant Counties and a part of Harney County in eastern 


Uregon, 


We submit that electric development of the Hells Canyon area of the Snake 


River will be further delayed by prolonged hearings under Senate bili 1333 


che. 
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Investigations and hearings have already delayed any construction for al 
a decade. Urgency now requires adoption of a sound method for developm: 
and the only plan ready is that presented by the Idaho Power Co. Therefor 
there actually exists a common desire for solving the electric power problen 
this area all agencies concerned should urge approval of the Idaho Power P 
If approval is given and construction commences at once almost 800,000 | 
watts of firm capacity can be added in less than 4 years. 

This will provide electric power in quantity years ahead of any Federal] 
plan—power totaling billions of kilowatt-hours, 

An obligation to the customers we serve dictates our support for this play 
of development. 

The combined financial ability and talents of both private companies 
Federal agencies will be needed in the massive electric program designed for 
the Northwest and only through true partnership will total development b 
ittained. 

laxable investments made by taxpaying utility companies will also go far 
toward supporting those projects which may be undertaken by the Government 
so this source of tax revenue cannot be completely abandoned if a consistent 
integrated program is to be continued. 

Settling of the Hells Canyon controversy will permit directing of all efforts 
now being wasted in controversy, toward accelerating construction of other 
needed projects. 

The huge program in the Northwest concerns all of us, and unless the Hells 
Canyon controversy is settled it can become the tombstone of electric development 
in this area and the citizens will be the ones who suffer. 

It’s time that commonsense and logic be applied to the Hells Canyon situa 
tion so it can be removed as a barrier to continued electric progress in this se 
tion of the West 

CALIFORNIA-PACIFIC UTILITIES Co., 
R. K. Evans, 
Division Manager, Baker, Oreg. 


(The following telegrams were received during the hearing :) 


Quillisacut Grange favors early Government construction of high Hells Can 
yon Dam. Low-cost Government power necessary for full development of region 
Don Wrient, Master. 
ETHEL Houter, Secretary 


Stevens County Pomona Grange urges construction high dam at Hells Canyo 
Low-cost Government power urgently needed for our agriculture. 


M. D. McKern, Master. 
ETneL Hourer, Secretary 


I am unable to attend hearing but believe private taxpaying capital should 

develop Helis Canyon area 
Crcrt Hatiey, Pullman, Wash. 

Senator Neveercer. On Behalf of the chairman of the Senate I 
terior Committee, Senator Murray, Senator Dworshak, Senator 
Morse, Congresswoman Pfost, Congresswoman Green, Congressman 
Sisk, and myself, I wish to thank both the proponents and the op- 
ponents of this bill, and the audience for coming here today and pre- 
senting their views in a very dignified manner. , 

I should like to say that our hearing will resume in the assembly 
hall of Portland State College in Portland, Oreg., tomorrow, Wed- 
nesday, April 6, at 9:30 a. m. 

That concludes our hearing. Thank you very much for attending 
and I hope those who have written statements on either side will see 
that the reporter has them so they may be included in the record of 
the committee. 

(Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4 p. m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 1955 


Unrrep STares SENATE, 
SURCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Portland, Oregq. 
[he committee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:30 a. m. at the audi- 
im of Portland College, Portland, Oreg., Senator Richard L. 
berger presiding as acting chairman by designation at Pasco on 
ril 4 by Chairman Murray. 
Present: Senators Richard L. Neuberger, of Oregon, Wayne Morse, 
of ( Dregon, Henry Dworshak, of Idaho. 
Iso Bra: Representatives Green of Oregon, Pfost, of Idaho, 
S i ott ‘alifornia, and Metcalf, of Montana. 
van present: Richard L. ¢ ‘all: aghan, chief clerk of the committee; 
M. C. Ms apes, Jr., counsel of the committee; Elmer K. Nelson, con- 
iting ¢ engineer - George Abbott, counsel of the House Committee on 
erior and Insul: ir Affairs. 
Senator Neupercer. The hearing will please come to order. This 
‘offic ial hearing of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
\ {fairs on Senate bill 1333. We would like to put into the record be- 
ore we begin a letter to me dated April 3, 1955, from the chairman of 
e Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
Letter referred to is as follows:) 
Dean SENATOR NEUBERGER: Due to my unavoidable inability to preside at a 
f the hearings on §S. 1333, to authorize the Hells Canyon Dam project, at 
‘asco on April 5 and at Portland on April 6, I am designating you as acting 
rman of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs for those 


SIONS, 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E, Murray, 
Chairman. 
Senator Nrupercer. Put that in as part of the record. I should also 
‘to repeat the essence of a very brief statement made by the chair- 
in of the committee at Boise, Idaho, and at Lewiston, Idaho, which 
isked me to repeat for him at Pasco and Portland. Senator Mur- 
aid he was requesting witnesses on both sides of the bill to refrain 
m presenting the technical data which is a part of the year-long 
roceedings before the Fe deral Power Commission on the question 
levelopment of Hells Canyon. This data, Senator Murray said, is 
vilable to the committee. The committee has taken official notice 
it and it is not necessary to repeat it at these hearings. He also 
a me to announce for him that he had formally requested the 
‘airman of the Federal Power Commission to withhold any formal 
ng in the question of the Hells Canyon case until this committee 
taken action on Senate bill 1333. 
62506—55——17 245 
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Before I introduce the members of the committee, I should like to 
say that we have had telegrams of regret from the Senators from the 
State of Washington, Senators Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson, that 
they regret that “official business has kept them from attending the 
hearing. The members of the committee who are here today—I would 
like to say this is an official hearing of the Senate Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. By invitation of Senator Murray, chair- 
man, we have the pr ivilege of hi aving in attendance tod: iv some of the 
members of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
At my right is the senior Senator from the State of Idaho, a member 
of the Senate Interior Committee, Henry Dworshak. Also sitting 
with the committee today at the invitation of Senator Murray is the 
senior Senator from the State of Oregon, Senator Wayne Morse, whio is 
the chief sponsor of Senate bill 1333. We have four members with us 
of the House Committee on Interior: Congresswoman Gracie P fost, 
from the State of Idaho, Congressman Lee Metcalf, from the State of 
Montana, Congressman Barney Sisk, from the State of California, and 
last but by no means least the distinguished Congresswoman from the 
Third Oregon Congressional District here in her home district, Con- 
gresswoman Edith Green. I should like to explain briefly the proce- 
dure which we will follow today. The proponents of Senate bill 1333 
will open with one-half hour of time to be distributed as they see o 
They then will be followed by the opponents of the bill, who will h: 
one-half hour of time to allocate among their witnesses as A as see 
fit. Then the proponents again and the opponents and so on until 
we conclude late in the day. But before either the proponents or the 
opponents present their various documents and their statements, we 
have two distinguished witnesses who have asked to appear as spokes- 
men for the high positions which they occupy. They are, respectively, 
the distinguished Governors of the State of W ashington and the 
State of Oregon. As acting chairman of the committee, I would sug- 
gest that the visiting Governor, who is a guest in the State today, go on 
first. Therefore, the first witness will be Hon. Arthur B. Langlie 
Governor of the State of Washington. Governor Langlie. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR B. LANGLIE, GOVERNOR OF 
WASHINGTON 


Governor Lancuim. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 
and Members of the House of Representatives, I appreciate the op- 
portunity of appear ing before you and making this statement regard- 
ing the Hells Canyon project. 


IS HIGH-HEAD HELLS CANYON PROJECT A REASONABLE COMPONENT OF THI 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST POWER PROGRAM ? 


Development of the natural resources of the Pacific Northwest has 
been a continuing challenge since Lewis and Clark first viewed the 
mightly Columbia as they neared the end of their westward expedi- 
tion. In no area has the political conflict exceeded that which has 
arisen with respect to the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River. 

As early as 1926, the Congress of the United States requested that 
the Army engineers study the Columbia River to determine a program 
for development of navigation, flood control, irrigation, and the elec- 
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tric-power potential. The Army engineers made their first report to 
Congress in 1932 and were again requested in 1943 to review this initial 
eport and make a more complete survey and determine the require- 
ts of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and electric power in 
rms of the needs of the development of the Pacific Northwest. This 
review report, known as House Document 531, dated October 1948, was 
ented to Congress by the Chief of Army Engineers with a letter 

ted June 28, 1949. 

At the time the initial studies were undertaken for this review 
report in 1948, the total electrical load on the system which now 
omprises the Northwest power pool was something less than 3 
million kilowatts. It was estimated that the total hydroelectric 
potential in the Columbia River Basin was in excess of 30 million 
kilowatts. It appeared at that time that it was reasonable to assume 
that the electric-generating resources of the area would be largely 
hydroelectric for many years to come. The Army engineers made 
their studies on the basis of an all-hydroelectric Federal system which, 
according to their calculations, would be capable of serving the power 
needs of the area until about 1970 or 1975. 

The total electric-load demand of a power system varies through 
a wide range. Maximum daily demands occur with coincident de 
mand of industrial, commercial, and residential use. Minimum de- 
mands exist during the late night hours. The demand of the metro 
politan areas are maximum in the winter months, the demands of the 
agrarian areas with large amounts of irrigation are maximum during 
the irrigation-pumping season. On a system with only hydroelectric 
resources it Is necessary to regulate the energy of streamflow to fit 
the ever-varying electric-load demands of the area. Daily pondage 
is used to store night flows for daytime energy; annual storage reser- 

are used to store the snowmelt floods of the spring and summer 
iths for release during the low-flow winter months. The maxi 
um flows of wet-water years must be stored for use in years of 
ulverse streamflows. The annual discharge of the Columbia River 
varied from a high of 225 million acre-feet in the year of 1894 to 
i low of 85 million acre-feet in the year of 1926. House Document 
contained a program for the development of 41 million acre-feet 
of storage on the Columbia River upstream from The Dalles project. 
\s long as the assumption was valid that all the generating resources 
were hydroelectric, the building of more and more upstream storage 
ncrease the minimum regulated flow of the river was justified. 
llouse Document 531 shows that it is possible to develop approxi 
itely 82 million kilowatts of hydroelectric power in the Columbia 
River Basin if 124 million acre-feet of storage are used to regulate 
streamflow. ‘The Army engineers also studied the need of upstream 
rage to control the major floods of record in the Columbia River 
sin. The Army engineers also presented a flood-control program 
which approximately 27 million acre-feet of storage were used to 

ntrol the 14 million acre-feet of water in the crest of the 189! 

| above a discharge of 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 


( 


» study showed that storage on the upper reaches of the Flathead, 
lark Fork, and main stem of the Columbia in Canada was’ less 
ective in controlling the flood on the lower Columbia than storage 
some of the smaller tributaries lower in the basin. 


( 
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Public hearings were held by the Army engineers throughout the 
basin, and in general there was objection to “the location “of flood- 
control and a reservoirs in valleys that inundated import: unt 
agricultural areas. The choice of upstream-storage reservoirs was 
not one of maximum benefit but one of compromise. 

In recent years there has been a great advance in the development 
of steam-electric generation. Since the time of the initial Army 
report on the de ‘velopment of the Columbia River, the art of con- 
ventional steam-electric generation has advanced to a point where 
only about one-third as much coal is required to generate a kilowa 
hour of electricity. Today atomic energy as a source which ca: be 
transformed into electric energy is developing rapidly. 


LOAD GROWTH 


Studies made by the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, the 
Pacific Northwest Governors’ Power Policy Engineering Subcommit- 
tee, and other independent studies show that the long-time trend of 
load growth in the Pacific Northwest conforms closely with the average 
rate of growth of sales of electric energy for the United States as a 
whole. This is at a rate of between 6.8 and 7 percent compounded 
continuously, as shown in figure 1. It took from the beginning of 
the electric-power development in the Pacific Northwest to 1928, for 
the peak load of the systems which now comprise the Northwest oe r 
pool to grow to 1 million kilowatts. By 1960 the system peak load 
this same rate of growth will increase by 1 million kilowatts in i 
months. The problem of meeting increased system demand is more 
acute today than ever before in the history of electric power in the 
Pacific Northwest. This last winter the system peak of the Northwest 
power pool reached 7.5 million kilowatts. The average annual rate 
of growth of the peak load at the present time is in excess of 500,(0) 
kilowatts each year. The average rate of growth between 1955 and 
1965 will be about 650,000 kilowatts each year. 

A reasonable figure for hydroelectric project de »velopment and trans- 
mission to the principal load centers of the area during the next few 
years is about $500 per kilowatt. This means that the average invest- 
ment over the next 10 years for power supply in this area will be about 
$325 million a year. It is evident that our problems are not entirely 
political and technical but have their important financial aspects. 

Perhaps the most important aspect of load growth in the Pacifi 
Northwest is that at the present rate of growth all potential hydro- 
electric projects in the basin less costly than steam would, with an 
orderly program of development, be in operation not later than 1965 01 
1970. Hence before the midpoint of the economic life or payout 
period of a project under construction today 1s reached, there will be 
large amounts of thermal-electric generation in operation on the sys- 
tem of the Northwest power pool. 

(See exhibits for chart.) 


DISCUSSION OF UNITED STATES SENATE BILL 1333 


Senate bill No. 1333, dated March 8, 1955, was read twice and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. There are 
several quite interesting passages in this bill. 
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eginning with page 1, line 3, this bill states: 
* That in order to foster comprehensive development of the resources of 
Snake River and its tributaries, the Congress, in the exercise of its constitu- 
authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate commerce among 
States, and to make all needful rules and regulations respecting property 
nging to the United States, and for the purposes, among others, of controlling 
itilizing the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects, including 
ration of hydroelectric power and energy for the national defense and other 
noses, irrigation of lands, navigation and flood control, and for purposes 
ntal to any of the foregoing, including providing financial assistance to 
ral reclamation projects, the Department of the Interior, under the super- 
on and direction of the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to 
the “Seecretary”) is authorized and directed to construct, substantially in 
dance with the physical plans set out in the reports referred to hereinafter 


(a) the Hells Canyon Dam, as described in volume 2 of House Document 
Numbered 473, Bighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report of the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 
19a1; =) * 

(hough this bill has been presented and read twice, up to now no 

prehensive program of development of the Snake River and its 
tributaries has ever been made. House Document 473, page 205, has 
two paragraphs outlining possible power development in the Clear- 
rater Basin. The first paragraph copies the figures from House 
Dox ument 531 for the Kooskia project, which were prepared by the 
Army engineers, and the second paragraph suggests that there might 
be 137,000 kilowatts of additional capacity installed in the basin. 
Discussion of the development of the Salmon River is of the same 
order. This in spite of the fact that the Clearwater and Salmon 
Rivers are the two worst flooders of the entire Columbia River Basin. 
In the 1948 flood a peak of 1,050,000 cubic feet per second was reached 
it The Dalles. The peak flow of the Clearwater River was 177,000 

c feet per second, and of the Salmon River 103,000 cubic feet per 

ond. The main stem of the Snake River at Hells Canyon con- 
tributed only 55,000 cubic feet per second. 

[t would appear that the term “comprehensive” as used in this bill 

indicative of the narrowness of the point of view of the authors 

ther than the actual breadth of the program being considered. 

in a recent study entitled “Review Report on the Columbia River 

| Tributaries, Middle Snake River Basin,” the Army engineers 

ive chosen the most feasible storage in the Clearwater Basin to be 

it _Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects, with a total installed 

acity of 532,000 kilowatts and total usable storage of approxi 

mately 4 million acre-feet. This storage, together with about 2 mil- 

| on acre-feet on the Salmon River, is sufficient to complete the control 
the lower Snake River Basin. 

Comprehensive flood control in the Snake River Basin, to be effec- 
tive therein, should necessarily be located on the upper reaches of the 
SI oe and on such tributaries as the Payette and Weiser Rivers, 

here such storage would have the multiple-use benefits of irrigation 

( flood control. 

“Refe rring to House Document 473, volume LI, page 121, paragraph 

3, we find the method of operation of this project described in detail, 
follows: 

o>. Operation of the Hells Canyon project to firm up the output of the exist- 


ng and authorized Federal powerplants in critical runoff periods would require 
h a heavy drawdown of the reservoir that powerloads of the upper Snake 
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Basin could not be met by output of the plant while the reservoir was being 
refilled. During such periods when refilling of the reservoir was required 
to assure the availability of storage water during the next critical period, records 
indicate that there would be ample summer flows in the Columbia and lower 
Snake Rivers for the production of large blocks of dump and secondary energy 
at plants on those streams. To permit refilling of the Hells Canyon Reservoir, 
this secondary energy would be generated for export to the upper Snake Basin 
and would be “used in conjunction with winter output at Hells Canyon to meet 
firm powerloads in the upper Snake Basin. The Hells Canyon project thus 
would be an integral part of both the upper and lower Columbia River power 
systems. 

This method of operation was used in House Document 473 as a 
basis of calculating the payout schedule included in table 10, follow ing 
page 202 of House Document 473. This method of operation applies 
only to an all-hydro system and is interested only in the so-called 
nominal prime capability of the system, which is the average energ) 
under adverse water conditions. ‘Oper: ition under this method calls 
for the drafting of all storage reservoirs during the adverse-flow 
period. In this particular operation the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
would be drafted a maximum of 289 feet, reducing the dependable 
capacity of the project by about one-half. 

It is interesting to note that the Senators, in preparing this bill 
have completely ignored recent studies of the ‘aoa engineers, the 
CBIAC and the testimony given in the hearing on Hells Canyon 
before the Federal Power Commission as to the proper method of 
evaluating a hydroelectric project which is a component of a sys- 
tem with large amounts of both thermal-electric and hydroelectric 
projects. On such a combined system, storage reservoirs are not 
drafted for energy in a critical w ater year. Full reservoir is main- 
tained so as to retain the dependable capacity of the hydroproject 
and steam-electric units are operated a greater number of hours to 
furnish the required system energy. 

From the st: indpoint of electric power, water stored in a storage 
reservoir such as is proposed at Hells Canyon has energy value only, 
and then only if water is stored that would otherwise be spilled over 
the dam at site and downstream. Less than 2 percent of the river 
discharge by Hells Canyon could be usefully stored with the high- 
head Hells C anyon operating as a component of a combined steam 
and hydrosy stem. 

The method of determining the value of high-head Hells Can- 
yon project used in House Document 473 is no longer considered 
correct. 

Referring again to the bill, page 3, line 10, reads as follows: 


V 


Sec. 3. (a) In order to facilitate the development of the central and upper 
Snake River Basins, and also that of downstream areas, the Hells Canyon 
Dam and powerplant and the Federal Columbia River power system shall be 
interconnected, and 500,000 kilowatts of power attributable to the Hells Can- 
yon project, or such portion thereof as is required from time to time to meet 
loads under contracts made within this reservation, shall be made availa- 
ble for use in the central and upper Snake River Basins and to all other parts 
of Idaho lying outside the central and upper Snake River Basins. 


The tota] average annual energy output of the high-head Hells Can- 
yon Dam, assuming no draft of storage and continuous operation at 
maximum head, using the depleted streamflow as stated in the May 
1951 Depletion Study of the CBIAC, is only 541,000 average kilo- 
watts. This bill, although the Snake River forms a boundary be- 
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tween Idaho and Oregon, would give 500,000 kilowatts of power at- 
tributable to Hells Canyon project for loads in the central and upper 
Snake River Basins. What does Oregon get ? 

it would also seem reasonable to ask the question of how this 500,- 
000 kilowatts of load is to be served in southern Idaho when the aver- 
age output of the Hells Canyon project for at least 3 months each 
ir will not exceed 85,000 kilowatts, and this during the period of 
ximum hitealioe pumping load in southern Idaho. 


Vf 


MPARISON OF ANNUAL COSTS AND BENEFITS OF HIGH- AND LOW-DAM PROJECTS 


\s previously discussed, some additional thermal-electric genera- 
will be constructed in the area served by the Northwest power 
| within the next 10 years. The amount of thermal-electric gen- 
tion will gradually increase throughout the payout period of 
hydroelectric project now under construction or to be built at 
ea iture date. The only acceptable method throughout the ae 
s for evaluation of a hydroelectric project as a component of + 
stem including both Sica il-electric and hydroelectric resources is 
the average energy dependable capacity method. 

On a system w vith both thermal-electric and hydroelectric resources, 
the reservoirs of storage projects will be drafted only on a forecast 
basis when snow-pack reports indicate runoff in excess of the hy- 
draulic capacities of the installations on the main stem of the Colum- 
bia and its principal tributaries. In an adverse water year, stor- 
age reservoirs would not be drafted until after the annual system peak 
has been experienced and the load requirements of the system have 
begun to decrease. The value of each project will be measured in 
terms of the average annual energy produced in kilowatt-hours and 
the capacity of the project depend: able on the load curve of the North- 
west power pool system. The following tabulation has been prepared 
to show the relative energy value and the de spendable capacity of the 
nual single high-dam project at Hells Canyon and the three low- 
lam projects as proposed by the Idaho Power Co. 

lhe tabulations are based on the ultimate depleted flow of the 
Snake River at Hells Canyon. The installed capacity of the high 
dam was assumed to be 900,000 kilowatts and the total installation 
of the three low-head projects 1,300,000 kilowatts. 


cer values based on ultimate installations of the 2 proposals and ultimate 
depleted flow of the river at Hells Canyon 


Single-dam 3-dam 
project project 


plant investment $397, 800, 000 $181, 000, 000 
ndable capacity kilowatts 900, 000 1, 300, 000 
ial generation billions of kilowatt-hours 4.75 75 
ndable ¢ ipacity, at $8.50 per kilowatt-year | $7, 650, 000 $11, 100, 000 

y value, 4. 75109 kilowatt-hours, at 3.39 mills per kilowatt-hour $16, 100, 000 $16, 100, 000 

innual value of project. $23, 750, 000 $27, 200, 000 
1al cost on public fund basis, at 5.2 percent of investment $20, 700, 000 | $9, 400, 000 
fit-to-cost ratio... 1.15 2. 89 

of annual value over annual cost _ $3, 050, 000 $17, 800, 000 
per kilowatt-hour of average annual kilowatt-hours mills 4.35 1.9 


(See exhibits for chart which appears at this point.) 
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These figures are in accordance with figures given in House D. 
ment 473 for the single-dam project and the request for license filed 
with the Federal Power Commission for the three low-dam proj 
and the data presented by the several witnesses before the Federal] 
Power Commission relating to this project. Stream flows used in this 
table are as shown in figure IT. 

This tabulation shows that the excess of annual value over annu ial 
costs is $3,050,000 for the high-dam project as compared with $17, 
800,000 for the three low-dam projects. This comparison is made on 
the basis of both developments from public funds. 

The average cost per kilowatt-hour of the high-dam project is 
mills per kilowatt-hour as compared with 1 98 mills per kilow 
hour for the cost of energy for the three low-head projects. 


A QUESTION 


Viewed from the standpoint of logical power development in the 
Pacific Northwest, the high-head project in the Hells Canyon reach 
of the Snake River appears to be a phoney. Flood control would be 
better placed farther up the river; there is no relationship between 
high-head Hells Canyon project and irrigation; and the power costs 
are at least double that which can be accomplished by three low-head 
projects in the same reach of the river. 

With these thoughts in mind, it seems to me that we must take 
another look and search for what may be the real purpose of this 
development of storage in this reach of the Snake River. It may be 
that those who are sponsoring the bill for the high-head project do 
not know the real purpose of this project. It is difficult to speculate 
on the objectives that others have in mind, but since this project is so 
completely inconsistent with the low-cost development of the power- 
control facilities on the Columbia River, it is necessary to speculate 
on what the real purpose of the development of this high-head project 
may be. 

Under the supervision of Michael W. Strauss, Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, under the previous administration, a report 
was prepared which is entitled: “United Western Investigation.” 
This report is dated January 1951. ‘Table 30 of this report outlines 
25 possible projects which could be developed to divert water from 
the rivers of the Pacific Northwest into California, Arizona, New 
Mexico, Nevada, and Colorado. One project suggests the diversion of 
water from the coastal river of Oregon to California. Another proj- 
ect suggests water be taken from the Albeni Falls Reservoir on the 
Washington-Idaho border, 1,020 miles into the Klamath River, An- 
other project would take one-half the water from the Willamette River 
to California. Other projects include diversion from the Snake River, 
the Salmon River, and the Clearwater River in Idaho. 

Perhaps the most definite project was the one entitled “Northern 
California Diversion.” It is interesting to note what is said with 
respect to this project in paragraph 14 of ‘the memorandum from S. P. 
McCasland to Michael W. Strauss, Commissioner of Reclamation. 
This memorandum was dated December 16, 1950. Paragraph 14, 
page viii, reads as follows: 

14. The above plan is herein contemplated as the “initial stage” of a larger 


development. As set forth it would meet the most imminent demands and could 
stand as a complete and final project, or might serve as the initial stage of a 
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irger plan to meet greater demands as future economy may dictate. In the 
tial stage, export of some 6 million acre-feet per year could be made from the 
ver Klamath River and delivered to irrigators, industries, and municipalities 
the central valley of California, and the central and south coastal areas of 
tt State. By exchanges, similar service would be possible in the Mojave 
Desert, of California ; the Lahontan Basin, of Nevada; the Colorado River Basin 
ilifornia, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, and Wyoming, and possibly 
ewhere. 

Che following tabulation is taken from the same report to Commissioner 

ael W. Strauss and lists some of the more important physical data of the 
thern California diversion project. It will be noted that the total length of 
vater aqueduct is 1,463 miles, including 222 miles of tunnel and 605 miles of 
n aqueduct. 

If the northern California diversion project is considered only an “initial stage”’ 
: larger development, it would be entirely reasonable to assume that 350 miles 
dditional aqueduct could be added in a later stage to bring from 7 to 10 mil- 
acre-feet of water from the Hells Canyon Reservoir into the Klamath River 

t elevation about 1,600 feet or less as gravity flow. 


Physical data, major structures 


s storage, Ah Pah Dam . acre-feet__ 15, 250, 000 
storage, Ah Pah Dam_.- ; _..do_... 9, 050, 000 
“ht, Ah 1 ah Dam- . ; ie aie 813 
length of main and branc h aque due Bis ‘ miles 1, 463 
leneth of tunnels aie . ‘ : at ee 222 
il length of main aqueduct rs WX nhibahice. Meas ges A wees 605 


Construction costs ** 


Pah Dam and afterbay $605, 531, 000 
Regulatory dams and reservoirs_- 7 Jcbirs 126, 112, 000 
Aqueducts and tunnels_-_ } ; srt teenies th n'y inicsssine eg eae aa ae 
Irrigation distribution systems . acess s 672, 479, 000 
Pumping plants___- jee . ; 145, 435, 000 
Generating stations and transmission. 188, 418, 000 
Miscellamegtm@s. Os bul co ak 13, 729, 000 


Ji ee ‘ ee ee " 3, 293, 050, 000 


Benefits and costs? 


] 


otal annual equivalent benefits sa , : , .__. $170, 000, 000 
rotal annual equivalent costs___—- aecannan a ad cee 89, 000, 000 
Ratio of benefits to costs ats iti Stach ‘ 1.9 to 1 
Costs per acre-foot to amortize all capité lized (and annual) costs with 

2\4 percent interest in accordance with the time and quantity of sched- 

led water delivery____...--..-- ss : a $25 


Pursuant to existing law and regulation, benefits are based on 1939-44 average price 

costs are based on current construction cost level. 

Simple addition of estimated cost. 

Since the original northern Californa diversion would make an 

nual delivery “of approximately 6 million acre-feet of additional 
water into the Sacramento River, the construction of 350 miles more 
of aqueduct to deliver another 6 to 10 million acre-feet of water 
would seem, on an incremental basis, to be entirely reasonable. 

As I say, I have no knowledge that this is the plan. However, 
viewed in the light of the unsoundness of high-head Hells Canyon 
project as a component of the power development of the Pacific 
Northwest and the fact that Mr. Michael W. Strauss participated in 
the original planning for both the high-head Hells Cunges project 
and in the United Western investigation, I am lead to the conclusion 
that this is indeed a possibility. 
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The attached tabulation shows that the total investment in this 
northern California diversion project is $3,293 million and that the 
total annual cost is only $89 million, or 2.7 percent of investment 
Three hundred and fifty miles of aqueduct is a minor element of 
such a program. 

The diverting of 10 million acre-feet of water from the Hells 
Canyon reservoir would, of course, have a major effect upon the power 
potential of the Snake River. This diversion would be equivalent to 
a loss of nearly 17 billion kilowatt-hours which would be generated 
by the flow of this 10 million acre-feet from the Hells Canyon Res- 
ervoir through the fully developed head between this project and the 
Bonneville project tailwater. This is more than the annual output 
of the Grand Coulee project. To compensate for this loss, approxi- 
mately 27 million barrels of oil would have to be burned each year, 
which at the present price level is equivalent to $60 million a year. 

I believe, as I have heretofore said, that the building of a high- head 
storage project in Hells Canyon is unwise and the money that would 
be spent on this project would be a monument to governmental error. 
That same money can be spent much more advant ageously at a number 
of other fine sites. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing before the committee, 

Senator Nevnercer. Would you mind submitting to some questions? 
If some of the members of the committee would like to ask some 
questions. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Mr. Chairman, I should like a clarification : 
the procedure at this point. Two days of hearing held already i 
Idaho and Washington and we have scrupulously refrained from an y 
cross-examination because it was pointed out by Chairman Murray 
and by members of the committee that because of the large number of 
witnesses appearing to testify it would be impossible to hear them 
adequately if we did utilize much of the time for cross-examination. 
Now you propose to ask questions. I have no particular objection 
except that I think you should set up some program which would be 
equitable for members of the committee and if there are to be any 
limitations I think we should recognize them at this time for other- 
wise we might become embroiled in the ramification of cross-examina- 
tion requiring a hearing of 2 or 3 or 4 days’ duration. 

Senator Neurercer. Let me just say this Senator Dworshak, as I 
recall at Pasco the first question asked of any witness you asked 
yourself of Mr. McCutcheon, representative from the Washington 
Legislature, am I not correct in that? 

Senator Dworsnak. Yes, that was about three words to clarify 
whether certain resolutions had been adopted by both houses or one 
house, and I wanted the record to show. I don’t know what the 
facts were and I thought to clarify the testimony. It was not in 
the spirit of cross-examination, merely to make the record very clear. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, I just assumed that it was within the 
authority of the committee to ask questions when any member saw 
fit. In view of that, at noon yesterday at Pasco I asked if the chair- 
man would give his feelings in this manner. If any members of the 
committee wish to ask questions and the chief clerk, who was present 
when I spoke to Senator Murray, will, I think, corroborate the fact 
that the chairman of the committee told me at that time that if any 
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members of the committee wish to question any witnesses during 
the remainder of the hearing at Pasco or during this hearing at 
Portland, it was certainly the “desire of the chairman that they do so. 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to interpose 
any objections, I reiterate, but merely to set up a procedure, which 
vould be considered fair to all members as applied equitably to all 

tnesses. I am interposing no objection. 

Senator Neupercer. It will be, of course, if anybody is questioned, 
everybody will be open to questioning by any member of the com- 

ttee. For the record I would like to ask Mr. Callahan, the chief 

rk of the committee, if I have not reported correctly my conversa 
with the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. CatnanHan. That was my understanding of the conversation 
senator, yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. Senator Dworshak, 

also my intention that if any questions are asked you will have 

first opportunity to do so as the senior member of the committee 

here. So would you like to ask any questions of the Governor of the 
State of Washington ? 

Senator Dworsuax. Not at this time. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Morse, have you any questions you 
would like to ask? 

Senator Morsr. Mr. Chairman, I am an ex officio member of this 
committee and do not have voting privileges on it. I only have this 
comment on it. The chairman is certainly within his rights to follow 

ny procedure he wants and ask whatever questions he wants. I would 
respectfully point out that our purpose is to try to get the opinions 
of as many witnesses as we can. I imagine the chairman and I will 
be discussing this matter at the ¢ rossroads of Oregon for some months 
to come, and I am fearful that if we start a cross-examination of the 
Governor and other witnesses we are going to hear very few witnesses 
because once cross-examination starts I don’t see any end to it, but 
I am going to respect the chairman’s wishes in this matter. He is the 
chain an and he has the right to examine these witnesses. I, myself, 
el that what we ought to do is to hear as many witnesses as possible 
nd make a record here of formal statements. I am going to ask 
permission later on in the day to make a short 10-minute statement as 
a witness. Not being a voting member of this committee, I would 
like to have the privilege of giving some testimony as a witness. In 
that testimony I shall make some observations on some of the argu- 
ments made by the distinguished Governor from our neighboring 
tate of Washingtom But please do not interpret my remarks as 
cana tion to cross-examination, but only to point out to the chairman 
that I think if you walked down this road of cross-examination you 
will probably be hearing just about as many witnesses during the 
di \y as you have fingers on your hands, instead of the 30 or 40 witnesses 
that I wish we « ‘ould he: 

Senator NEUBERGER. 1 ‘would just like to ask this of the Senator. 
If you do, of course, appear as a witness yourself you will be open to 
questioning by Senator Dworshak and myself. 

Senator Morse. We will waive all rules at that time. 

Representative Stsk. I would like at this time, as a representative 
of central California and in view of the fact that the distinguished 
Governor of Washington has injected a completely new thought, we 
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would like for the record to show exception on my part and ask unani- 
mous consent of the committee to make a statement for the recor dj 
to show the actual facts surrounding the report which he mentioned 
in his statement. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Morse. I think the Congressman certainly should have the 
same privilege that I have asked for later today or at his pleasure to 
testify as a witness in this hearing. 

Senator Neurercer. Would you care to do that later in the day? 

Representative Sisk. Yes. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you very much, Congressman Sisk. Is 
there any other comment from the other members of the committee, 
Mrs. Pfost, Mr. Metcalf, Mrs. Green. I would just like to add one 
question, if I can, Governor. It is obvious that in your statement 
you have placed a good deal of reliance on some of the statistical] 
data from some of the private power companies that have been sub- 
mitted either to you or to the interagency committee or to the He a 
Canyon hearings before the Federal Power Commission. I would ju 
like to ask one question. Are you familiar with the 1946 reports i 
mitted to the National Resources Development Committee of the 
State of Washington by five private power companies predicting that 
if no future capacity was added to the Pacific Northwest hydroelectric 
pool there still would be a surplus in 1955 of 780,000 kilowatts. 

Governor Laneuiz. Well, now, in the first place your original : 
sumption is in error. We get our figures in the State of W sahdnaton 
from our own staff people. Ever since I have been a member of the 
Columbia Basin Interagency Committee I have felt that as a respon- 
sible member of that committee I have the duty to try and check the 
technical decisions that were being made by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, Army engineers, and other Federal agencies to be sure that they 
were doing—were being done in the interests of the people of the 
State. For that reason I have had one man, an experienced engineer, 
who does no other work except to carry on continuously the studies in 
connection with the Columbia River development, because it means so 
much to our State and to the Northwest and the information that we 
have developed in our files is not anybody’s information, it is our own. 
We have reviewed all reports, all studies, and we have tried to ascer- 
tain the facts about streamflow, flood conditions, power loads, distribu- 
tion of that load and the long-range development of the system with 
the idea of getting the lowest cost power for the people of the State 
and the Northwest and developing the maximum resources of the 
river. Now those are figures that we have developed and we are not 
taking part in any private program. We think that the people of 
Idaho and the Federal Government have the responsibility of making 
the decisions as to how they want to develop their power. In some 
areas of the State of Washington we have private power, in other 
areas we have public power and we have taken the position that it is 
up to the people in those areas to decide how they want to be served. 
And it is on that basis that we have made our studies, but we are con- 
cerned with power projects being installed that are totally uneco- 
nomic, that involve tremendous amounts of money, that we the people 
of the Northwest have to pay back with interest and when we see a 
project come along that is uneconomic, that involves tremendous in- 
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estment of capital, that makes interest payments for years to come 
| will add from $10 to $14 million a year to the power costs of the 
ople of the Northwest, then we have opposed it. We are not con 
serned who builds them. 
Senator NeuBercer. I am afraid, Governor, you still have not an- 
ered my question. I will make it more explicit. With respect to 
. figures that you used for the cost of the proposed company dams 
the Snake River, are those the figures that were submitted to the 
deral Power Commission by the Idaho Power Co. ? 
Governor LANGLIz. Partly. 
Senator NEUBERGER. That was what I was trying to ask. 
Governor LANGLI£. I thought you were talking about a report that 
is submitted to the State of W ashington. 
Senator Neupercer. Now I'll ask you about the reports submitted 
the State of Washington. I wanted to know about a report 
bmitted to the State of Washington on January 4, 1946, by six oper- 
ating private power companies in the Northwest. One of them headed 
1y the man who is now president of the Idaho Power Co., and that 
this report predicted, and I'll be glad to pass it over to you, that if 
there were no future projects added as then existed in 1946 that there 
till would be an annual surplus of 780,000 kilowatts in the Pacific 
Northasen’ by 1950. 
Governor Lanewie. I am not familiar with that report. I wouldn’t 
}along with it if I was. L support no report that is in error whether 
it is made by a bureau of the Federal Government or by some private 
mpany. 
Senator NEUBERGER. That is all I wanted to know as far as my ques- 
ons are concerned. 
Senator DworsHak. No questions. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much Governor. I would 
ke to ask the reporter to make this a part of the record. 
The document referred to by Senator Neuberger is as follows:) 


STUDY OF LOADS, LOAD TRENDS, AND RESOURCES OF UTILITIES OF 
THE NORTHWEST POWER POOL LOCATED IN WASHINGTON, NORTH- 
ERN IDAHO, AND NORTHERN OREGON, SUBMITTED TO NATURAL 

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE OF THE STATE OF WASH- 
INGTON, JANUARY 4, 1946 


MEMORANDUM ON LOADS AND RESOURCES IN THE NORTHWES1 
PURPOSE AND SCOPE 


his memorandum has been prepared in response to a request Dy the Natural 
Ktesources Development Committee of the State of Washington for a statement 
1 power loads, resources, and surpluses during the next 10 to 15 years and is 
bmitted by the following utilities: The Washington Water Power Co., Puget 
und Power & Light Co., Seattle City Light, Tacoma City Light, Pacific Power 
& Light Co., Northwestern Electrie Co. 
Che data have been obtained from the Northwest power pool and include the 
ids and resources of the above utilities and also of the Portland General 
ilectrie Co., and the Bonneville Power Administration, although the two latter 
‘not participating in this memorandum, 


LOADS 


\ttached hereto are curves showing historical ‘oads, long-term trends, and per- 
nt annual load growth for the entire United States, and for the western 
oup of the Northwest power pool comprising the utilities in Washington, 
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northern Idaho, and northern Oregon. The curves are preliminary only and have 
been prepared by the power pool as part of a comprehensive study for discus- 
sion at its forthcoming meeting. However, the utilities listed above are using 
them as being helpful basic information in estimating future load trends 

it is not possible to confine the study to the State of Washington but it 
has been limited to the load and transmission area of those utilities of the power 
pool in northern Idaho, all of Washington, and northern Oregon. This area 
could be considered as accessible as a market (although not necessarily ex- 
elusive) for plants now completed and projected in the State of Washingtor 

Since the future cannot be predicted with certainty of accuracy, estimates 
of events to come must be based in large measure upon past history. Thi 
applies to electric load growth, and, fortunately, a record of many years 
available to show what has happened in the past and to indicate what appx 
likely to happen in the future. From the historical data on past load growth, 
long-term trends can be established which cut through the middle of booms 
depressions, war-created expansions, postwar regressions, inflations and other 
business influences. This results in a surprisingly regular curve in spite of all 
the diverse factors. Such long-term trends take into account all of the past 
developments, inventions and discoveries, the movements of peoples and indus 
tries, and all the factors that have caused the load to vary as it has in the past 
Extending such long-term trends into the future, gives a basis for estimating 
probable future load growth. 


United States 

The first drawing shows the load growth for the entire United States as plotted 
from Federal Power Commission published data. The actual average (as dis 
tinguished from peak) load is shown by the crooked solid line and it will be 
noted that this load reached a maximum in 1945 and started downward at that 
time. At present, the Nation's electric power load is dropping precipitously as 
war loads and war contracts are being terminated 

The heavy dashed line is the long-term trend of average load for the Nation 
It cuts through the high and low areas following the center of gravity, so that 
pluses and minuses are approximately equal. The steep rise in the last few 
years will, based on past history, presumably be balanced out in the future 

The dot-and-dash line crossing the long-term trend line, represents the per 
centage annual growth of the average load trend. It will be noted that is, too, 
is in the form of a curve and drops steadily from 20 percent or more in the early 
days to 10 percent in 1920, 6 percent in 1980 and about 4 percent at the present 
time. Both the load trend curve and the percentage growth curve have been 
extended into the future, following the curvatures established from the historical 
record. 

Western group of the Northwest power pool 

Two drawings have been prepared covering average and peak loads, for the 
eight utilities comprising the western group of the Northwest power pool men- 
tioned earlier. A striking similarity between the average load of this group and 
that of the whole United States is noticeable. The war “bulge,” however, is 
considerably greater in proportion for the Northwest than for the whole 
country. This indicates that the Northwest carried a greater share of the 
war load than the rest of the United States. A large portion of this war load 
was carried by the Bonneville system. 

The average load trend curve and the percentage load growth were drawn in 
the same manner as the corresponding curves for the whole country. It is seen 
that here, too, the percentage of growth has been dropping steadily, but that the 
rate of growth is slightly higher than for the country as a whole. 

On a separate drawing are shown historical peak loads and long-term peak 
load trends, as well as the annual load factors for this same group. The curve 
showing the peak load trend has been plotted directly from the curves showing 
trends of average loads and annual load factors. 

From the curves, it is seen that in 19483 and 1944 both peak and average loads 
attained values far in excess of their respective trends in those years. Although 
much, and possibly all, of this bulge was due to the war, it is believed that some 
of this increased load, or its equivalent in new loads, will remain for the duration 
of the period under consideration. In any case, it is to be expected that actual 
loads, as in the past, will deviate considerably from the long-term trend. 

With this in mind, it has been assumed that 50 percent of the maximum bulge, 
which occurred in 1948 for the peak load and 1944 for the average load, will 
remain or at least is likely to recur during the period under consideration. 
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other words, the actual load, both peak and average, is assumed to exceed the 
g-term trend by one-half the amount it exceeded the trend at the peak of 

e war load. 

Following this assumption, the assumed trend has been plotted above and 

rallel to the long-term trend on the photoprints of the drawings and are of 
following magnitudes: 


[In kilowatts] 
Peak load ge load 


2, 050, 000 , 40, 000 
2, 350, 000 , 510, 000 
2, 700, 000 710. 000 


Resources under critical water conditions 


[In kilowatts] 


Peak re- A verage re- 
sources sources 


esent resources of the western group of the Northwest power pool as 
n the latter’s 1945-47 operating program art 2, 844, 000 
r construction (raising Rose Dam to elevation 1,525 feet Alder unit 
2, substituting 3 large Grand Coulee units for present 2 Shasta units, 
| storage water from Hungry Horse Reservoir—all authorized and in | 
B) wwe--e~ 212, 000 212, 000 
ibtotal. 3, 056, 000 | 2, 288, 000 
tional Grand Coulee units (bringing total up to 15 750, 000 ! 


Total — | 3, 806, 000 2, 288, 000 


The above resources do not include Umatilla, Foster Creek, or any other new 
developments. Additional units at Grand Coulee are included in accordance with 
the suggestion of the Natural Resources Development Committee to consider 
Grand Coulee developed to 15 units. However, in setting up a program looking 
to increased generating capacity, consideration would presumably be given to 
possible substantial additions to other existing projects in the area which would 
produce well over a half million kilowatts in the plants of the six utilities sub- 
scribing to this memorandum, without evaluating any of the undeveloped proj- 
ects near load centers. The choice of the most suitable installations, Whether 
hese be additional units at Grand Coulee, extensions to existing plants in the 

rea or development of some of the new projects, and the timing of such addi- 
nal installations, would be determined presumably in accordance with require- 
nents as they arise. 
SURPLUS 


The difference between resources and load represents surplus and reserve 
pacity. sSased on the assumed trends and above resources, the surplus and 

reserve capacity available to the eight utilities in the western group will be as 
LiOWS: 


{In kilowatts] 


| Peak surplus Average surplus 

1, 750, 000 ¥50, C00 
1, 450, 000 780, COO 
1, 100, 000 580, COO 


These surpluses may be modified somewhat by a long-term program of irriga- 
tion pumping at Grand Coulee, which will be done generally during the flood 
season of the Columbia River and will be terminated before the occurrence of 
the December peak load. During the period under consideration, there appears 
to be ample surpluses to take care of this pumping without seriously disturbing 
the above figures, 
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The utilities submitting this memorandum recognize that the loads served by 
any utility will probably be above or below the “measured trend” line and the 
trend lines do not represent future estimated loads for any individual utility or 
portion of the area included herein. 

The “assumed trend” line has been developed by discussion of representatives 
of the utilities herein listed and is based on several opinions of the rate of load 
growth, some of which were greater than and some less than the assumed trend 
shown on the charts. 


(See exhibits. ) 
STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL PATTERSON, GOVERNOR OF OREGON 


Governor Patrrerson. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen of the 
committee, one of the most important problems facing Oregon and 
the Pacific Northwest today is that of power development to meet the 
rapid growth of this area in population, industry, agriculture, and 
commerce. I welcome the opportunity to appear before you and pre 
sent our views on this subject, which is of such vital concern to ow 
regional economy. 

The Northwest Governors’ Engineering Committee consisting of 
engineers from the Reclamation Service, the Army, Bonneville, «ll 
of the local public generating agencies as well as the private com 
panies in this area, agree that this region will need 6,400,000 kilowatts 
of power between now and 1964. To satisfy this power need will 1 
quire an investment of approximately $200 million per year, a total of 
$2 billion by 1965. I am certain that you recognize that the people 
of our great Northwest region are virtually unanimous in their desire 
to further the development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
We differ as to the methods to be used to achieve that development, 
but we stand shoulder to shoulder as we face the ultimate goal—the 
comprehensive harnessing of this tremendous river system for the 
maximum good of the people in this region and the economy of these 
United States. I preface my remarks with this explanation of our 
unanimity of purpose because I want this committee to understand 
clearly that I will support any development of the Columbia River 
system so long as it meets certain criteria which to me are necessary 

First, I believe that all steps taken should be made and taken with 
full knowledge and with a view toward, meeting the immediate and 
imperative need that we have in this area for power, now. Within the 
last month we have had to curtail certain industrial users of inter- 
ruptible power because of a temporary shortage we are experiencing 
on this the very threshold of the next 10-year period. 

Second, I believe that all projects constructed in this system must 
be considered in the light of the comprehensive development of the 
entire basin’s water resources. It is my conviction that no proje 
should be considered independent of the other, including those now * 
operation and those contemplated for future construction. 

Third, I believe the benefits of these projects should be m: oo avail- 
able to the greatest possible number of people in the basin ar It is 
this philosophy that has guided the Columbia Basin desiinane up 
to this point and which has resulted in the organization and successful 
operation of that es and mutual aid organization of power 
distributors known as the Northwest power pool. 

I am opposed to Senate bill 1333 and its companion measure in the 
House of Representatives because I believe they fail to meet these 
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iteria. Let it be understood, however, that I am not opposed to the 
levelopment of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River. I believe 

that this part of the ¢ ‘olumbia River system must be developed if we 
ire to realize the maximum benefit from the basin’s falling water. 
My principal disagreements, however, with this particular bill to 

uthorize Federal construction of the high dam are these: 

First, there is no provision or no assurance that if authorized the 
lam would be constructed. This bill contains within itself a provision 

a study to be made and a report returned to the 85th Congress, 
is postponing further action for at least a year. We need power 
| we need it now. 

Second, I believe that this proposal to be out of place in the logical 

metable for Columbia Basin development. There are other projects 

we urgently needed. 
Phird, this bill would authorize Federal development of a single 

im on the Snake River in the middle of the unresolved controversy 

whether a single dam or a multiple-dam development is better for 
lizing the potential of the Hells Canyon reach. 

Fourth, this bill would reserve the bulk of the project’s power pro- 

tion to a small segment of the Northwest, leaving Oregon, which 
ares equally that stretch of the river with Idaho, with an inequitably 
mall share of the electric power to be produced at the project. 

Fifth, I object to the bill’s provision which would divert some of 

project’s power revenues into the development of the Payette 

it of the Mountain Home reclamation project. It is completely 
nrealistic to tie the Hells Canyon project to the Mountain Home 
ject far upstream. There is no practical physical connection 
tween the two. It would be as logical to divert revenues from Bon- 
neville Dam’s production for the Mountain Home development. This 
me water that would race through the turbines of Hells Canyon 
ower dam also would turn the generators at John Day, The Dalles, 
or Bonneville. The Hells Canyon-Mountain Home relationship falls 

uw short of paralleling that at Grand Coulee Dam where the im- 
pounded waters actually are used to irrigate arid lands below the 
dam site. The reclamation portion of the Mountain Home develop- 

ent is to cost substantially $200 million and improve 190,000 acres. 
This is at a cost of $1,040 per acre. Only $22 million of this is to be 
repaid by the landowners. The balance must be paid by the power 

ers in the Northwest area. 

{ would be derelict in my duty as Chief Executive of the State of 
Oregon if I did not register my strongest possible protest to the 

equity to Oregon if this bill were to become law. Oregon is a major 
geographi ‘al segment of the Columbia River Basin, but because of 
our geogr: tphical position in the basin we have fewer hydroelectric 
power sites within our borders than do our neighboring basin States. 
Oregon’s most desirable potential power sites are those on the Co- 
lumbia and Snake Rivers and every one of them we must share with a 

eighborit g State. For that reason, we must fight to guard our share 
of the power production. It is virtually all that we have. 

Thus it is plain that we in Oregon must oppose any reservation of 
power from the Hells Canyon development for the middle and upper 
Snake River Basin, only a small portion of which lies in Oregon, and 
that we must also oppose using the revenues of this project to develop 
i reclamation project in our neighbor ing State. 


62506—55 18 
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I stress my objection to the failure of this new Hells Canyon de 
velopment proposal to fit into any logical Federal deve opm 
timetable. I believe it is particularly significant that the peo 
of Oregon, through their elected representatives in the 48th leg 
lative assembly now in session at Salem, have not asked 
Congress to authorize Hells Canyon for Federal construction, 
most emphatically have requested immediate action on the John Day 
lock and dam project, which les on the mainstem of the Colm 
River between Oregon and Washington some 217 miles upstream f 
the river’s mouth. 

In my inaugural message 3 months ago, I asked the Legislative 
Assembly of Oregon to adopt the strongest possible memori: als to ( 
gress and the executive branch urging the Federal Government to 
affirm its acceptance of certain responsibilities for Columbia Basin 
development. Iam gratified that the legislature supported my views 
and implemented my request by adopting two memorials. Thus, t 
people of Oregon, through their legislature, have invited the Con- 
gress to focus its attention on three projects now under constructio) 
by the Federal Government—Chief Joseph, McNary, and the Dalles 
Dam—and to act immediately on one of two alternatives for expedit- 
ing development of the John Day site. The first alternative asked is 
full development with Federal moneys. The second asks that Con- 
gress authorize local participation in the development, if it does not 
see fit to appropriate the estimated $320 million necessary to construct 
the dam itself. 

In fairness, I must point out that there was some opposition in the 
Oregon Legislature to the John Day Memorial, but the dissent came 
primarily from those who actively have opposed the so-called partner- 
ship development. The John Day Memorial, which the legislature 
adopted and which is now before the Congress, was introduced in the 
Oregon House of Representatives on January 11, the second day of 
the session. ‘Two days later, some of its most vocal opponents intro- 
duced a similiar memorial which in almost identical terms asked the 
Congress to build the John Day Dam with Federal funds alone. It 
proposed no partne rehip alternative. That memorial was tabled in 
committee and the legislature adopted that which spelled out alterna 
tive financing methods for the John Day project. 

The most signific ant thing, however, is that at this late date in the 
87th day of our legislative ‘assembly when the time for introducing 
new matters has long since passed, that there has been no move by any 
State legislator to ask the Congress to expedite action on the Hells 
Canyon development. Some members of the legislature have identi- 
fied themselves promine ntly with the movement supporting the high 
Federal dam at Hells Canyon, but none of thees tees have 
asked the legislature to memorialize Congress for its immediate con- 
struction. 

Thus it appears that the people of my State, through their repre- 
sentatives in the legislature, have declared that their immediate in- 
terest lies in the completion of Chief Joseph, MeNary, and the Dalles 
Dams on schedule, and the posthaste construction of the John Day 
Lock and Dam project. The selection by Congress of the John Day 
project as the “new start” in the Columbia Basin development I be- 
lieve would be a sound step. We are faced with the absolute necessity 
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of adding some 600,000 kilowatts to our power capacity every year if 
we are to meet our increasing load demands. The Federal Govern- 
ment has assumed responsibility for a substantial part of that develop- 
ment, particularly in regard to the three Federal dams now under 

nstruction. I hope they can be kept on schedule and that you will 
recognize the imports ince of the John Day project in the se heme of the 
Columbia Basin development and act to further its construction as 

ckly as possible. 

If it is cost that you are interested in, let us consider the fact that 
Hells Canyon high dam would aa an estimated $473,000,000, in- 
ling the cost of transmission facilities. That dam would have as 
talled generating capacity of 800,000 kilowatts with an ultimate 

capac ity of 900 000 F iethoes atts, plus A downstream power benefit estl 
nates at about 200,000 kilowatts when all of the dams to be con 
icted on the lower stem are completed. The John Day Dam, on the 
her hand, would cost about $320 million and would have an installed 
tial capacity of 1,105,000 kilowatts, with a potential additional 
ite d capacity of 425,000 kilowatts when the upstream storage facili- 
ties are completed. Furthermore, the John Day project's desirability 
is isha ned by its proximity to the great industrial load centers of 
the Northwest. The cost of transmitting its power production to the 
places where it is needed most urgently would be relatively low. 

[f it is flood control which is paramount in the committee’s con- 

deration, then I would call your attention to the fact that the differ- 
ence in the cost of the Hells Canyon Dam and the John Day Dam 
woule | vo a long way toward building the dams on the Clearwater and 
Salmon Rivers, which contribute more than 80 percent of the Snake 
River’s floodwaters in the Columbia; and that the Hells Canyon high 
dam would have no effect whatever on the spring runoff from the 
Clearwater and the Salmon. 

Phere is another element of the proposed John Day project which 
: of vital importance to Oregon and Washington, and to which the 
(fells Canyon project would make almost no contribution. That is 

e valuable addition John Day would make to the region’s trans- 
portation facilities. 

The John Day lock and dam is the last remaining link in the 
Columbia’s mainstem navigation system. Its completion, in effect, 
ll put Washington’s inland empire and the great cereal and live- 
stock producing region of eastern Oregon on the seacoast. By pro 

ding a pool of navigable slack water approximately 70 miles long, 

will complete an avenue of water commerce from the Pacific coast 
to Paseo, Wash., some 335 miles inland. The value of extending thi 
broad water avenue to help tap the agricultural and industrial puten- 
tial of the inland region is apparent. It is sorely needed to speed 
he region’s development. 

If the Congress feels that it cannot reasonably undertake such 
huge expenditure of Federal funds for the John Day project at this 

me, another avenue is open for consideration. Several local agencies 

lready have pledged to put some $284 million in cash and install- 
nents, toward John Day’s construction as a repayment for its power 
production. Under that proposal, the Federal Government would 
uy only approximately $36 million for nonreimbursable benefits such 
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as navigation and flood control and, most important, would retain 
complete ownership and control of the project. 

Lastly, let me again emphasize that in my opinion the Congr 
would be acting with ill-considered haste if it were to pass a Hel is 
Canyon Federal authorization bill before the Federal Powes Com- 
mission’s findings are announced. This has consistently been my 
position since the inception of these hearings. The Commission for 
over 2 years has been collecting and ev raluating facts concerning two 
proposed schemes of development of this portion of the Snake Rive r, 
It has held exhaustive hearings on the proposal. Its findings are 
expected to be announced shortly. Certainly it would be unwise to 
ignore completely the conclusion of this Federal agency which has 
been charged specifically by Congress with responsibility for evalu- 
ating such proposed developments. This committee, in my opinion, 
should review the Commission’s reports carefully before it acts on 
this proposed legislation. 

In conclusion I wish to express my appreciation and those of | 
people of the State of Oregon to this committee for the interest you 
have shown and are showing in our major regional development prob- 
lem. We realize we are the primary beneficiaries of whatever river 
projects are built. We deeply appreciate what the Federal Gover 
ment has done through the years for us and is now doing in this most 
important field of developing our hydroelectric power resources. _ Re- 
sponsible citizens of this great Northwest region are striving mightily 
that we might help solve our own problems ° with as little Federal aid 
as possible, but we know the magnitude of the task before us is such 
that without question we will need the active help and support of the 
Federal Government. Many of our local power agencies, both pri 
vately and publicly owned, have offered to help share the finan - 
burden of this multibillion-dollar basin development. We in the 
Northwest want to do our share and we intend to offer auainavee 
energies and financial resources we can muster to help keep hydro- 
electric resource deve lopment abreast of our rapidly expanding needs. 

Senator Nerupercer. Thank you Governor. Senator Dworshak 
would you like to ask any questions ? 

Senator DworsuaKk. No questions thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Morse ? 

Senator Morse. No questions now. 

Senator Neverercer. Any questions from the Members of the House! 
Governor, if you don’t mind, I would like to ask you several questions 
if I may. You made reference to the fact that you thought it was 
improper for Senate bill 1333 to allocate Hells Canyon power revenues 
to the Mountain Home irrigation project because there was no logical 
or physical connection. Am I correct in that ? 

Governor Patterson. That is correct. 

Senator NeuBerGER. One of my files in the Senate Office Building is 
packed with letters from people in central Oregon requesting that 
the Crooked River irrigation project and other irrigation projects in 
central Oregon be partially financed with revenue from The Dalles 
Dam which has no connection with them. Would you be opposed to 
that? 

Governor Parrerson. I would be of the same opinion. I believe 
that the revenues from these power dams should be considered and 
handled as a separate item. I think logically they should go into 
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general fund of the United States and then if the Congress desires 

ubsidize, and that is what it is, these reclamation projects we should 

t openly and intelligently and vote the money out of our Treasury 
the usual manner. Secondly, I feel that if we are going to pledge 

revenues from these power dams to anything we should pledge 
em to the development of more power dams in the Northwest. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You mentioned in your presentation that the 

ubers of the Oregon Legislature were most in favor, or heartily in 
vor, of the completion of MeN Yary and the Dalles on schedule and 
dertaking of John Day Dam. Do you think the power that could 
icreased in production at those dams by the release of storage from 
ls Canyon would be important or not. in that production ? 

Governor Patrrerson. I think the cost of impounding that water in 

middle reaches of the Snake River far outweighs and exceeds any 
lded generation. It would be McNary, John D: iy, if built, the 
les, and Bonneville. Those are the only four and if we are going 
spend money to impound water to up the generation of the four 
ms that I mentioned we can get far more water and far more 
generation from storing the water in the Clearwater or the Salmon 
ch represents 80 pe reent of the flow of the Snake River and lie, 

th of them, below the location of the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator NEuBERGER. Would you favor impounding water in the 
Salmon River? 

Governor Parrerson. The Salmon River at this time is faced with 
difficulties of the wildlife or specifically the fish production. We are 
spending every energy that we can and have in trying to solve those 

‘oblems. But in the upper reaches of the Clearw ater my information 
s that the fish problem is not serious, therefore, I would recommend 
starting with the Clearwater Dam, which is the larger of the two and 

ilding our holding dams there with the hope and thought that by 
tle time, when the time comes for us to build on the Snake, we will 
have solved this difficult problem of preserving our fish. 

Senator Neupercer. I wanted to ask you, if I may, a couple of 
other questions. With reference to John Day, are you aware of the 
fact that the administration budget for the coming fiscal year does 

ot contain what the Army Engineers regard as sufficient funds for 
. full years planning on John Day? 

Governor Parrerson. I am not advised as to what the Army engi- 
neers consider sufficient funds for a full year’s planning. I am advised 
that there is in the President’s budget for the coming year some, and 
| am speaking off the record and without preparation, I believe it is 
some $500,000 for initial planning upon this dam. I am also advised 
that there is an effort being made to get money from other projects 
which have been unexpended within this current year. In order that 
those funds can be made available for the examination of the John 
Day project during the coming summer season so that we may be 
ready to conduct our engineering experiments which must be done 
largely in the winter months when the river is low. 

Senator Neupercer. You are aware, I think, are you not, that the 

enior Senator and Mrs. Green and myself have asked that adit ional 
f funds be included in the budget for John Day ? 

Governor Parrerson. I am sorry, I was not until this moment. 





266 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. We have and have done so quite a long time 
ago. I would like to ask this, Governor, you referred to the impor- 
tance of these projects to the State of ¢ )regon, their benefits to Ore “gon, 
I think you are aware of the fact that the administration has given 
a high priority to the construction of the Libby Dam in Montana. Do 
you ‘regard that as of importance to the State of Oregon? 

Governor Patrrerson. Originally the Northwest Governor’s Pow er 
Policy Committee approved the Libby Dam as the No. 1 project that 
should be built at this time. However, we have run into something 
that is outside of our control in that Canada is conducting a series of 
studies on the waters of their portion of the upper Kootenai River, 
which is the river that is dammed by Libby and also studies into the 
upper Columbia that lies in Canada. Therefore, they have said ¢ 
us that they are unwilling to go forward with any negotiations on the 
storage of water in Can: ida and Libby, by the way woul 1 back, as you 
know, water far into Canada. They are unwilling to go forward on 
any negotiations on that for a period of 2 years. T herefore, the North 
west needing power and needing power now, I think we have to rear- 
range our thinking on Libby Dam until we can come to an agreement 
with our neighbors as to the storage of water. 

Senator Neusnercer. Thank you very much, Governor, unless Sena- 
tor Dworshak has any questions. We now will resume. It is now 
10:25. We now will resume the hearings by giving the proponents 
of Senate bill 1333 one-half hour of time. After that they will be fol- 
lowed by a similar 30 minutes of time by the opponents of the bill and 
that will be the order of the day, the two governors having testified 
outside the time of either group. Are the proponents of Senate bill 
1333 ready to put on their first witness? The first witness, I under- 
st: wd, on the list given to me is the master of the Oregon State creenige. 
Are you ready to testify, Mr. McClure? Before Mr. McClure begin 
I would like to say that the committee is very happy and privileged to 
have had the distinguished Governors of our Northwest States here 
today. I want to present for the record at this time a telegram which 
has come from a former distinguished member of the United States 
Senate from the State of Oregon, which I will include in the record 
after I read it. The telegram is addressed to me as acting chairman 
cf the Senate committee. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

You are authorized to state for me my opposition to private power trust or 
so-called partnership development operation or control of hydroelectric dam at 
Hells Canyon. I favor high dam there because it will store greatest amount 
needed floodwater for multiple uses for all the people in Oregon country. Also 
quote my statement in Congressional Record. Regards. 

Rurvus C. HoLtMAN. 

Senator Neusercer. I will present that for the record. Senator 
Morse, I understand, would you like to make your presentation ! 

Senator Morse. I don’t want to interfere with Mr. McClure. 

Senator Neusercer. Would you prefer to go on before the pro- 
ponents take their time ? 

Senator Morse. I will go on as a proponent. 

Senator Neupercer. Is that agreeable with you, Mr. McClure? 
Senator Morse will present his views. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the Committee 

Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States Senate for its 
courtesy in inviting me to attend these hearings. 

It is good to be home in Oregon and to join with people of this State 
and its neighbors in considering the incomparable importance of the 

| Hells Canyon Dam to the full deve ‘lopment of the magnificent 
ources of the Columbia River Basin. 

It was my privilege to introduce S. 1333 in the Senate on behalf 
of you, Mr. Chairman, and our colleagues from Washington, Montana, 
and 17 other States—a total of 30 Se ‘nators, and, as you well know, 
other Senators stood on the floor of the Senate and made clear that 
although they were not cosponsors they wanted to assure us of their 
sup port. 

Companion bills were introduced in the House of Representatives 
by the vigorous champion of resource development, Congresswoman 

‘dith Green and C ongresswoman Pfost of Idaho, Congressman Mag- 
nuson of Washington, and Congressman Metcalf of Montana. 

As I stated in my speech when introducing the bill, high Hells Can- 
yon is the indispensable dam if the Pacific Northwest is to have the 
ow-cost power it needs and the maximum aid to navigation, flood 
ontrol, and irrigation that is possible in this richest of all river basins. 

The lower Columbia region is once again shouldering the economic 
loss whch comes from low-water conditions on the river and lack of 
upstream storage. The 50-percent curtailment of interruptible power 
from the Federal Columbia Power System has involved 14 industrial 
customers of the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Now, with the interruptible power needs of 400,000 kilowatts, the 
standby steam plants in this area which can readily be brought into 
production will account for only 190,000 kilowatts. Bringing the 
total up to 250,000 kilowatts, an additional source of supply had to be 
obtained from Montana and Medford. 

The remaining 150,000 kilowatts must come from the old, unused 
steam plants, which will, according to a spokesman of the Northwest 

ower pool, cost per plant between $10,000 and $15,000 to get back into 
production. There also exists the problem of finding crews to man 


We can and must avoid repetitions of the drought and power brown- 
out that occurred during the fall and early winter months of 1952-53. 

Upstream on the tributaries of the Columbia River lie great storage 
sites like Hells Canyon which must be developed, and develop ed at 
the earliest possible moment. Last year’s wasted water from the 
spring runoffs of the Snake River through Hells Canyon could right 
at this moment, if that great project were on the line, be providing 
the needed additional flows through the generators of McNary and 
Bonneville. It would be firming up the interruptible power to a very 
: irge degree, and providing additional supply of firm power to supply 
load demands from industry in western Washington and Oregon. 

With only Bonneville and McNary on the line at present, this stor- 
age release from Hells Canyon, if it were now in operation, would add 
18,000 prime kilowatts to Bonneville and 24,000 kilowatts to McNary, 
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a total of 72,000 kilowatts prime power, an equivalent of about 101,000 
kilowatts of firm power at 75 percent load factor. 

Consider the fact that there will be generated at Hells Canyon it 
about 800,000 kilowatts of power during this drawdown per iod 01 
massive reservoir. Of this amount, 500,000 kilowatts would be avail- 
able in the form of prime power to Idaho and eastern Oregon by pro 
visions of S. 1333. Another 188,000 kilowatts would be in the porte 
of prime power for contract and not interruptible, available where 
loads develop throughout the system. 

This leaves 112,000 kilowatts of interruptible power which could 
be shunted over the BPA transmission gridback to this area. In othe: 
words, we on the lower Columbia would now have available from Hell 
Canyon at site and downstream firmup through McNary and Bonn 
Vv ille 101,000 additional kilowatts of firm power, and from Hells Can- 
yon’s own generators 112,000 kilowatts of interruptible power to meet 
the situation. This, instead of expensive steam generation. 

If we are going to continue to build run of river dams like John 
Day, Ice Harbor, Lower Granite, Little Goose, and Lower Mo. 
mental as part of the immediate construction phase of the compre hen- 
sive plan of the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Army Enginee: 
then they must operate at full production, and not be thrown into 
low gear by low-water years such as 1952-53, and this spring. 

Now, I ask the people of this area, with snow cover on the watershed 
down to 70-80 percent of normal, what if this fall produces another 
drought? What do we face then? We face another costly and need- 
less repetition of just what we are going through today. And that will 
repeat itself every dry year unless the waters of the Snake River and 
other tributaries are caught and held behind massive storage reser- 
voirs such as that at Hells Canyon, for later release when the Colum- 
bia flow falls away in autumn and early winter. 

Do you think that aluminum and other electroprocessing industries 
are going to continue to come to the Northwest if we cannot expand our 
supply of firm power which they need and which is the foundation for 
so much of our economic growth? Certainly they are not. 

Do you think that these industries which are forced to contract with 
the Bonneville Power Administration for interruptible, in lieu of 
firm power, are going to continue to pray for rain and snow when 
these dry years threaten? Why should the Pacific Northwest con- 
sign its future development to wishful thinking on both weather and 
partnership. Both are equally unreliable. 

I believe that the people of Oregon and the Pacific Northwest rec- 
ognize the necessity of immediate resumption of an aggressive con- 
struction program of great multiple-purpose projects, with special 
attention given to the upstream storage so vitally needed for control 
the year around of the fluctuating stre: samflows of the Columbia. 

Our first step is to throw a restraining are of concrete across the 
Snake River at Hells Canyon, where, if right at this moment, the 
3,880,000 acre-feet of impounded water were available, a great part 
of the distress we now are experiencing would not need to happen. 

The main control plan of the Corps of Army Engineers, whic h is 
good enough for me, Mr. Chairman, calls for a total of 27 million 
acre-feet required by about 1970 for downstream flood control, naviga- 
tion, and firm power production through system operation of reser- 
voirs. 
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fotal useable storage on the Columbia and its tributaries today 
ounts to only 7.1 million acre-feet, or about 26 percent of what is 
ded. There is still 74 percent to be achieved, or another necessary 

1.9 million acre-feet. 

The 3,880,000 acre-feet which would be stored behind the Bureau of 

-oclamation’s Hells Canyon project would account for nearly 20 

ent of the yet unfulfilled storage requirements to meet the goals 
of the main control plan. It is ready for final preconstruction engi- 
ing, and it can begin -~ ing water by 1959, if authorized this year 

d work begun next yea By 1961, or even earlier with an acceler- 

| construction se bedi its full storage will have been attained, and 
at-site and downstream firm-up ade led to the power-hungry region 
from Idaho.to the coast. In addition to Bonneville and Me Nar Vv firm- 

_it would add another 50,000 prime kilowatts to The Dalles. 

We cannot turn to Libby now, in spite of all assurances by this 

iministration. And may 1 point out to the members of the commit- 
ee that when the administration came into power, one of the first 

ngs it did through the Secretary of the Interior was to drop nego- 

‘tions with Canada on Libby and those negotiations were dropped 
for over a year. Then apparently the administr: ation decided that 
that was an unwise move for various reasons and they have now re- 

pened negotiations for Libby. I have been urging the construction 

f Libby for years. We need Libby, we need Hungry Horse, we need 

. Harbor, we need all these dams, but we need them as a regional 
iovleoeae program, we need them under a comprehensive develop- 
ment program. We do not need them and should not pay the high 
price of any program that turns a large share of them over to private 
itilivies in the Pacific Northwest. It m: iy be several years before we 
have reached an agreement with Canada on international problems in 
onnection with this most worthy project. 

These dams, may I say members of the committee, belong to the 
people of this area and must not be given away to monopolistic in- 
terests in this country and that is the issue and it is that issue we are 
going to fight out, and I am doing my utmost along with my colleagues 

the Senate, who share my point of view, to see to it that we start this 
vear with the passage of this bill through both the Senate and the 
House. We have every reason to believe that if the people of the 
Pacific Northwest would clear their desires in this manner we are 
going to have the vote in the Senate with 30 men already cosponsoring 
this bill in the House to put this bill through. It can and will be done 
if this region speaks with one voice for full development of the Snake 

id Columbia River Basin. 

” News Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few comments on some 
of the fallacious arguments I have heard this morning, because after 
ll facts are going ‘to have to speak for themselves. Now let’s take 
this argument Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee about 
this bill discriminating against the State of Oregon and the references 
to 500,000 kilowatts that are earmarked in this bill and the impression 
left with the people of this State that Idaho, and Idaho alone, gets 
those 500,000 kilowatts. Well, if they will go to section 3 of the bill, 
see what the section says. In order to fac ilitate the development of 
central and upper Snake River Basin and also that of downstream 
areas the Hells Canyon Dam and powerplant and the Federal Colum- 
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bia River power system shall be interconnected and 500,000 kilowa 
of power attributable to the Hells Canyon project and such portion 
thereof as is required from time to time to meet loads under contract, 
these contracts are going to be entered into by those ch: arge a with the 
responsibility of administering the project once the project is built, 
this reservation shall be available for use in the central and up per 
Snake River Basin and to all other parts of Idaho lying outside the 
central and upper Snake River Basin. Now the central, the upper 
Snake River Basin isn’t on just one side of the Snake River. May ‘ 
say to the members of the committee and, of course, if they would g¢ 
into the record they would have found that the upper Snake Rive: 
Basin means for example to the Oregon side the counties of Malhew 
Wallowa, Baker,and Union. This reservation is for the basin, it isn’t 
just for the Idaho side of the Snake River and all the records, all the 
official reports of your Government in regard to this comprehensive 
river development program, including the Reclamation Bureau and 
Army engineers leave no room for doubt as to this affinitive term and 
am a little surprised that the impression would be given to the people of 
the State of Oregon that these 500,000 kilowatts go only to the other 
side of the Snake River. 

Now, let me say something else about the problem, Mr. Chairman. 
When we deal with an allocation of kilowatts we need to keep in mind 
the fact that there are 11,193,340 kilowatts according to the Govern- 
ment engineers available in the Snake River Basin. That is one-eighth 
of the hydroelectric power left in the United States and about one- 
quarter of all the feasible hydroelectric power left in the United States 
is 500,000 kilowatts that is being set aside for the basin is only part of 
1,124,000 kilowatts that will be developed by the Hells Canyon Dam 
project and you have listened to the witnesses this morning that would 
have you assume that the only kilowatts we are talking about are the 
kilowatts that are going to be developed at the dam site as though you 
don’t have a 93-mile lake behind this great are of concrete that is going 
to be known as Hells Canyon Dam. It is that tremendous storage that 
we need in Oregon for these other dams to firm up their power. We 
are going to get out of this 1,124,000 total kilowatts that are going to 
be produced by Hells Canyon and the service that Hells Canyon gives 
to ihe other dams and other parts of the river a share of this power. 
I am at a little loss to think that anyone would assume that I would 
introduce in the Senate of the United States a bill that would discrimi- 
nate against my State. What I have done is introduce a bill that will 
give to the people of my State and the people of Idaho and the people 
of Washington a regional development that we need if we are going to 
meet the economic needs of the future. 

One more word on that, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee. When we were over in Idaho we listened to Governor Smylie 
present a very able bit of testimony in which he deplored what he 
considered to be a plot by the downstream States to steal from the 
people of Idaho their rightful heritage of their water and power. Now 
we get over into Oregon and I listen to the Governor of Oregon deplore 
what he apparently thinks is some attempt to give something to Ud tho 
that Idaho doesn’t have coming. What we need to recognize in the 
Pacific Northwest is a regional interest and unless we develop these 
natural resources for the development of the whole region then we are 
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voing to end up with duplication and high-cost administration, project 
by project, and we are going to end up not with cheap power but high- 
cost power and as I listened to the two Governors this morning I 
listened to the same arguments that I have heard from representatives 
of the Idaho Power Co. in hearing after hearing back in Washington, 
because you listen to the argument of the Idaho Power Co. and the 
presentation of both of the Governors. 

(nd I want to make one more comment in regard to the high fallacy 
n Governor Langlie’s argument when he talks about the speculation 
of the objectives of the proponents of the Hells Canyon bill, and the 
Congressman from California will have something to say about that 
iter, but I have never listened to a more inexcusable non sequitur than 
the argument of the Governor of Washington that because Michael 
Straus entered a report to somebody in regard to some diversion of 

Northwest water into California, therefore, those of us who are pre- 
nting a high Hells Canyon Dam bill aimed at conserving water in the 
Pas ific Northwest for Washington, Idaho, and Oregon are a party to 

s scheme. It is what we call in logic a non sequitur. There is no 
cause to effect relationship in it and, of course, as the Governor, him- 

elf, by way of a half apology put it, “When you start speculating 
about other people’s objectives then you are in a re: alm where it is im- 
possible to register a cause and effect.’ 

May I make one other point in regard to Governor Langlie’s com- 
ments. It is, his figure on the three-dam program assumes the accu- 
racy of the Idaho Power Co.’s figures. It isa false assumption. That 
is what a great battleground is over in Washington these days and let 
me state to the people. of my State, your Senator is going to continue 
to stand on the figures of the Army engineers and the figures of the 
Reclamation Bureau engineers and the very latest testimony of the 
— engineers and the ‘Bureau of Reclamation as far as their e xperts 

re concerned is that high Hells Canyon Dam is still one of the key 
projec ts for deve lopment of a comprehensive program for the Colum- 

a and Snake Rivers. 

“Then I close with this observation. You see, the strategy is to 
divide and rule. The strategy is to take a crack at Hells Canyon 
because it is going to be a public developed dam, and then suggest that 
what we ought to do is build something else. My position is that we 
must proceed as rapidly as possible if in the next 30 years we are going 
to meet the power needs of the Pacific Northwest to build these dams 
as rapidly as we can so that they can return to the Treasu-y of the 
United States in the forin of the new tax dollars that the private in- 
dustries created by them the cost of these dams. These dams «are not 
dams that are going to cost the taxpayers anything. These are dams 
that are going to be self-liquidating and may I say to those in the 
audience 

Senator Neusercer. Excuse me, Senator Morse, I just want to say 
this: Weare going to have order. Now the people who were oppose “d 
to the presentations of the governors did not hoot or jeer when they 
were presented. Will you please sit down. I have not allowed any 
demonstrations of approval on either side, but if we are going to have 
disapproval and hooting and jeering we will just have to do without 
the spectators. Let's be fair. The other side was fair during the 
presentation of Governor Langlie and Governor Patterson. 
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Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I am going to stand on the facts, 0 
course, emotional reactions can’t change the facts and the facts a) 
perfectly clear that we are talking about a series of dams here that : 
going to be self- liquidating and are going to eventually return to 1 the 
Treasury of the United States far beyond their original cost. Wha 
we ought to do is have a Federal budget that puts these capital invest 
ments over by themselves, separate from the operating expenses. If 
you will keep them over there as capital investments you will see how 
they return to the Treasury of the United States more than their cost. 
I want to make this final argument. I was in the process of answering 
the argument of the distinguished Governor of the State of Washing 
ton, I want to point out that as to taxes I am going to stand on oper 
ating cost figures, I am going to stand on the cost figures of the Army 
engineers and Bureau of Reclamation, and, as to this argument of 
waiting until the Federal Power Commission gives its report, we are 
aware of what is involved in the Federal Power Commission. We are 
aware that the Chairman, appointed under this administration to the 
Federal Power Commission, is a man on record against high Hel 
Canyon Dam and I am a good enough lawyer to know that when I am 
up against a court that is prejudiced I should file an affidavit of preju- 
dice, and that is what we are doing. We know full well we are up 
against a Federal Power Commission in this matter that is prejudi ced 
and rigged on this issue, and let me say here again we are going to 
try to have the elected representatives of the people i in Congress pro- 
ceed to consider this matter from its merits as it is their legislative 
duty to do whenever we come to the conclusion that you are not going 
to get a fair hearing out of a stacked Commission. You farmers know 
what you just got out of a stacked Commission in connection with the 
REA and the Hoover task force and that is w hy, a year ago, | 
stood up on the floor of the Senate and warned that an appropriation 
should not be given to that task force because it was bound to come out 
with a rigged report with only bankers and insurance people and the 
money lenders on it. We are confronted with that same situation on 
the Federal Power Commission; therefore, we have concluded that the 
place to fight out this battle is on the floors of the Congress and next 
year, may I say, at the crossroads of the State of Oregon. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you. Senator Morse. Senator Dwor- 
shak did you have any questions to ask Senator Morse ? 

Senator Dworsnak. No. 

Senator Nrurercer. Any of the House Members? I would just 
like to say before you begin, Mr. McClure, that I am not going to take 
Senator Morse’s time out of the proponents time. I should like to 
point out to those who made some comment that the two Governors 
without question have had 1 hour and 5 minutes which I did not take 
out of the opponents’ time. I am not going to take Senator Morse’s 
25 minutes out of the proponents’ time. I am trying to be fair in 
that. I should also like to state that the young lady who got up, if 
there is anybody in the audience, proponent or opponent, who wishes 
to present any testimony they should get in touch with each side 
and arrange to have some time allocated. We won’t have any presen- 
tations from the floor, only from the witness stand. 

(The following statement was submitted by Representative Sisk as 
requested at the close of the testimony of Governor Langlie:) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I feel that I must take exception to a portion of the remarks 
the Honorable Governor of the State of Washington insofar as they refer to 
fantastic proposal to transport water from the Columbia Basin to the State 
California. 
| want to assure this committee and the people of the Northwest that Cali- 
ia has no designs on their water, and certainly, this fantasy cannot properly 
sed as an argument to be given any weight or consideration in relation to 
development of the Snake River or the Hells Canyon project. 
Ve in California are strongly urging full development of our own water 
ources and we have the assurance of our engineers that we have enough 
ter, if fully developed and utilized, to take care of all our requirements within 
forseeable future. It is obvious that this water within the State of Cali 
rnia can be conserved at far less expense, time, and trouble than would be 
lived in trying to get it from the Northwest and there is grave doubt that such 
oposal is physically possible. 
| would like, also, to point out that if the people of the State of California had 
dark plot to rob the Northwest of its water at some time in the future, it 
id be more in keeping with such plans to resist present development of the 
umbia Basin, for such development inevitably will lead to increased water 
and commitment and thus will decrease the amount of water available for 
ort. 
I want to reassure the Honorable Governor of the State of Washington that 
1 determining his attitude toward the Hells Canyon project he need not be 
prehensive that construction of this dam will assist the people of the State 
California in obtaining Columbia Basin water. 
Senator Neunercer. We are now starting with one-half hour with 
the official time for the proponents of Senate bill 1333 and the first 
vitness is Mr. McClure. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER McCLURE, MASTER, OREGON STATE 
GRANGE 


Mr. Eumer McCuure. Senator Neuberger, members of the com- 
nittee, [ am Elmer McClure, master of the Oregon State Grange, 
testifying in favor of S. 1333. It is my purpose to show that the pre- 

ailing sentiment among the people of the State of Oregon is in favor 
of the high Federal dam in Hells C anyon authorized by this bill. 

In 1947, a bill (senate bill 99) to amend Oregon’s Hydroelectric 
\ct so as to permit the Idaho Power Co. to preempt existing water 

ghts on the Snake River below the site of a proposed dam at Oxbow 
passed both houses of the legislature, was vetoed by the late Gov. 
Karl Snell, and was then repassed by the legislature, thus overriding 
the gubernatorial veto. 

The Grange, at first, was interested in this controve rsy because of 
s fears that irrigation rights downstream from the Oxbow site would 
be lost if the bill became law. But we are a ve ry methodical organiza- 
tion and so a thorough study of the whole situation was made. It was 
learned that a three-way study by the Army engineers, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the Bonneville Power Administration had been 
mi — of Hells Canyon as to its advant: iges as a hydroelectric dam 

, and that the report showed that He Is ( Canyon is one of the most, 
f not the most, important dam site in the entire Columbia River Basin 
for reasons that I shall not discuss here, but which I am sure will be 
presented to the committee by other witnesses. 
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The facts in this case were brought into the 1947 session of ¢} 
Oregon State Grange. Two things resulted. The State Grange de- 
cided to invoke a referendum on senate bill 99—and passed a resolu 
tion calling for the Congress to authorize the construction of a Federal] 
high dam in Hells Canyon as part of the Bonneville system. 

The Grange conducted its ¢ ampaign for the defeat of senate bil] 
99 largely on the Hells Canyon Dam issue—and in the election of 
1948. se nate bill 99 was defeated by a vote of 242,100 to 173.004. This 
despite the fact that the proponents of the bill conducted their cam- 
paign on the issue that the Northwest, and particularly the nor‘ 
eastern counties of Oregon, were facing a power shortage and that 
the Idaho Power Co. would not build the dam if Oregon’s Hydroelee- 
tric Act was not amended by the passage of Senate bill 99. The four 
counties closest to this issue are Baker, Wallowa, Union, and Malheur. 
Of the 4, only Baker approved senate bill 99—and this by a margi) 
of only 36 votes. I think this vote is of particular significance because 
this is the only opportunity the people of Oregon have had to express 
their opinion on this question, 

At each annual State Grange session since 1947, we have passed Py 
overwhelming majorities re: olutions favor ing the construction of 
Federal dam in Hells Canyon. 

When early in 1953, Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Department 
of the Interior, withdrew the department as an intervenor in the 
Federal] Power Commission hearing on the Idaho Power Co.’s petition 
for a license to build a hydroelectric dam at the Oxbow site, a storm of 
shocked protest from all areas in Oregon rolled into Grange head- 
quarters. We learned that Lee the Department’s withdrawal, only 
one small] gronp remained as an intervenor, and that this group simply 
did not have the resources to conduct the case, especi: lly not in view 
of the Department’s refusal te make available the technical data that 
had been compiled in this case. 

The State Grange executive committee met and approved tentative 
plans for holding a regionwide meeting of all interested groups in 
the Pacific Northwest to discuss this matter and decide what course 
to follow. Such a meeting was held with delegates present from all 
areas of the Northwest and from all interested groups. This meeting 
organized the National Hells Canyon Association as the agent to file 
as intervenor in the Idaho Power Co.’s case before the Federal Power 
Commission. This organization has received widespread support 
from every area of Oregon. 

The Oregon State Grange lias approached this question on an eco 
nomic, rather than a political level. There can be no doubt in anyone’s 
mind that the whole economy of the Northwest will benefit a great 
deal more from a Federal high dam in Hells Canyon than from the 
run-of-the-river dam the Idaho Power Co. would build at Oxbow. 
The people of Oregon have watched our economy grow and expand 
and our homes and farms light up from the abundant and cheap power 
generated at the Federal dams under the Bonneville Administration 
and they want this program to advance, 

The people of Oregon want Hells Canyon Dam. 

Geuaber Nevupercer. Thank you, Mr. McClure. The next witness 
for the proponents will be Mr. Harley Libby, Jefferson, Oreg., presi- 
dent of the Oregon Farmers Union. Mr, Libby. 





—— 
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STATEMENT OF HARLEY LIBBY, PRESIDENT, OREGO? [...1[ERS 
UNION 


Mr. Lissy. Mr. Chairman, and honorable Members of the Congress 
of the United States. My name is Harley Libby, and I am a farmer 
n the Willamette Valley of Oregon and delegated by, and speaking 
for. the Oregon State Farmers Union. 

It is our desire to be placed on record in favor of a federally con 
structed multipurpose dam at Hells Canyon. Our belief in this proj 
ect so constructed is certainly not a new or rash decision. It is the 
consistent stand taken by our people and our organization ever since 
the project became a matter of great and public interest as one of the 
ext major developments of our power resources. 

We have had a first hand living example of the construction and 
operation and the accompanying benefits of a similar Federal de 
veloped project in Bonneville. Whatever may have been our thinking 
during the campaign to secure Bonneville for the Northwest country, 
much of the propagand: L of fear and doubt of that campaign has been 
disproved, and we have actually witnessed a multipurpose Federal] 
project so builded as to capture the power of the river, bringing new 
jobs, new industries, and a more abundant life for the people of this 
country. And may we point out, a project so administered as to mak: 
financial repayments on its cost well ahead of schedule. And all 
this, ladies and gentlemen, on low rate power costs. 

Do you wonder that we would have faith in a similar project or 
that we would want to trade that method for any other in which we 
would have cause to have less faith ? 

Having witnessed this proven example, perhaps we felt certain of 
the method of future development and became a little careless. May 
| say to you with all sincerity that when the people learned of the 
decision of the Department of the Interior to relinquish the Hells 
Canyon site they could not at first believe what they heard. They 
were sure the report was in error and that some mistake had been 
made. They learned all too soon that the report was correct. They 
still are of the firm conviction that a mistake was made and they have 
rallied in the defense of that which they do believe. 

May I point out to the committee the necessity to maintain an 
adequate supply of power for the Northwest, and at the most reason- 
able rate possible. We have an abundance of raw material and great 
iumbers of new workers from many sections have come here looking 
lor employment. Our need is for industries and jobs, and new pay 
rolls on which to build taxable income, and markets for our products. 

As a farmer and in these days of sliding scale and declining farm 
prices it is hardly necessary to point out to the committee our need for 
low cost power on our farms and in the manufacture of fertilizers so 
hecessary in today’s production picture. High cost production and 
lower commodity prices do not spell out a suce essful ratio of operation. 

We have no illusions ladies and gentlemen about what would happen 
to the rate structure of this area if monopolies were allowed to destroy 
our yardstick of rate comparisons. 

When it became known that these hearings were to be held wi 
received a great amount of mail and phone communications from 
people in various parts of the State both within and without our 
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membership expressing their desire that we might offer testimony here 
in favor of the federally constructed multipurpose dam. 

Certainly this response is indicative of their feeling of the 
portance of this great project and its proper construction and adn 
istration in a manner that will insure the best possible results for t} 
greatest number of people. ‘The deepness of their concern—the bros 
ness of their interest is sufficient proof that the people well know t\y 
stakes are high and that the ultimate decision on Hells Canyon : 
well mold the future stature of the progress of power developmie: 
ina great nation. 

May I express to the committee our appreciation for your conc 
and effort in coming to the Northwest for a grassroots hearing, (e) 
tainly it is symbolic of a democratic government that since so few 
people may go to Washington—then Washington might come to the 
people. 

Senator Nevusercer. Thank you very much. The next witness for 
the proponents will be Mr. Lee Wooden, president of the Orego: 
Rural Electrification Cooperatives. I believe he is from the town of 
Jewell. 


STATEMENT OF LEE WOODEN, PRESIDENT, OREGON RURAL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ler Woopen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Lee Wooden, I am a farmer, living on the same farm I was born 
on more than 75 years ago, at Jewell, Oreg. I am treasurer of the 
West Oregon Electric Cooperative, president of the Oregon Electric 


Cooperative Association and represent Oregon on the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association Board. 

I appear before your committee in support of Senate bill No. 1333 
and its companion House bill, known as the high Hells Canyon Dam 
bill. The location of the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam would 
be on the Snake River between Oregon and Idaho. 

The Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association is on record 
by resolution, urging that the high Hells Canyon Dam be built and 
operated by the Federal Government in the same manner as the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration now serves the Pacific Northwest region 
by the existing grid system, so that the greatest number of people may 
receive the maximum benefit at the lowest possible cost. 

The more than 100,000 rural people of Oregon’s 15 REA financed 
cooperatives believe that the natural resources of the Nation belong 
to all the people and should be developed by the Federal Government 
so that the maximum number of people can share in the vast benefits, 
and that private monopoly should not be permitted to control that 
which rightly belongs to the people. Such control would cost the 
public millions of dollars and would continue for all time. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope your committee will carefully consider this 
statement: That on June 15, 1937, when the lines of the Nehalem 
Valley Electric Cooperative were energized the wholesale contract 
with the Pacific Power & Light Co. was 15 mills per kilowatt hour, 
comparing that price with the postage stamp rate of the Bonneville 
Power Administration which is 2 mills per kilowatt hour. The cost 
to the cooperative under that contract was 614 times greater than what 
is now paid to Bonneville. 
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Oregon’s 15 operating cooperatives serve only the very sparsely 
“| portions of the State, have little industrial load, and if the 
el Harney Electric Cooperative in Harney County becomes a 
y, there will be 2 cooperatives in Oregon with less than 1 con- 

er per mile of line. 

Oregon’s REA financed cooperatives neither own nor control gen- 
ration or transmission facilities, therefore must depend entirely on 

Federal Government for their power supply. 

The members of the Oregon’s REA financed cooper atives respect- 
fully urge the Congress to pass Senate bill No. 1333 and its companion 
House bill, known as the high Hells Canyon Dam bills. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Wooden, very much. roe 

ext witness for the proponents of Senate bill 1333 will be Mr. J. T. 
Marr, executive secretary of the Oregon State Federation of Labor. 
Mr. Marr. 


STATEMENT OF J. T. MARR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, OREGON 
STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION 


Mr. J.T. Marr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I have 
e honor for nearly 2 years of being the president of the National 
Hells Canyon Association. I am appearing here today as a spokes- 
n for the AFL union in Oregon of which there are 175,000 members 
longing to nearly 700 unions in the State. I want to read to you, 
\Ir. Chairman and Members of Congress, a June 1953 report that was 
ilopted unanimously by 500 delegates representing as I said before 


75,000 AFL members in the State of Oregon, and I quote: 


On the Heils Canyon Dam situation, your executive board unanimously ap- 
roves of the proposal that the federation join and become a part of an associa- 
n of 54 organizations which propose to intercede in the hearing by the Federal 
er Commission to consider the application of the Idaho Power Co. for a 
it to construct the Oxbow Dam on the Snake River, which construction 

ld prevent construction of the originally proposed Hells Canyon Dam, and 
at the federation ask the Federal Power Commission to oppose granting the 
ermit to the Idaho Power Co. 

We earnestly request that the association intercede in the hearing before the 

leral Power Commission and that each of the component organizations within 

association also intercede. 

\ resolution covering the subject more fully will be presented to the convention, 

t a meeting of the association is being held tomorrow, June 16, to complete 

ganization, and it is desirable that the other organizations and groups be 

ised of the position of the Oregon State Federation of Labor and be assured 

t the State federation will participate in the movement to preserve the Snake 
River for full development for the benefit of the Northwest. 

The same year the State federations of Washington, Idaho and 
\fontana took similar action. The American Federation of Labor in 
September 1953, by unanimous action, concurred in what the four 
Northwest States had done. The Northwest Council of Lumber and 
Sawmill Workers, the 11 Western States of machinists, engineers, 

imsters, building trades unions and many others have concurred 

this action. 

Central labor councils throughout the Nation, as well as national 

ai nternational unions, have ps assed resolutions and supplied funds 

he help carry on the fight to have a high multi-purpose dam built by 
: Federal Government. The National Hells Canyon Association 


19 
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is a people’s organization. ‘The sentiment expressed, the time 
the dollars contributed indicate without a doubt that the organizat 
throughout this country including labor, farmers, public power gro 
and other interested citizens, expect Congress this year of 195: 
pass legislation enabling the start on a high Hells Canyon Dan 
multiple purposes. We shall not be stopped in our efforts. The 1 
of the growing Pacific Northwest must be met. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you Mr. Marr. The next witness for 
the proponents will be Jess A. Bell, representing the Oregon’s Si 
ClO Council. Mr. Bell. 

I would like to say, that I hope that all the witnesses who come \ 
prepared statements on both sides would be sure to leave them \ 
Mr. Moody, the reporter, before they leave the stand. 


STATEMENT OF JESS A. BELL, PRESIDENT, OREGON STATE 
INDUSTRIAL UNION COUNCIL, CIO 


Mr. Bex. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My na 
is Jess A. Bell, president of the Oregon State Industrial Union Cou 
C1O. 

The CIO membership in Oregon have, by resolution, continua 
backed the building of a high multipur pose dam at Hells Canyo: 
the Federal Government. The natural resources of America belo 
to all the people. We believe in optimum development of our r 
sources for the benefit and welfare of all the people, and not for 
financial enhancement of a few. This means navigation, flood co 
trol, power, protection of our fisheries, and recreation. There never 
has been, to my knowledge, any argument against the Federal Gov 
ernment developing the inland waterw: ays for navigation. Nor do | 
recall opposition to measures for control of floods. This was con 
sidered justifiable expenditure. The opposition has arisen over thi 
development of hydroelectric power in connection with these projec 
and I suspect the opposition results because there is revenue fro 
power. Prior to the building of Bonneville Dam, there were very fev 
electrified farms in Oregon, and many suburban dwellers without 
electricity. This followed the era in which people were swindled by 
the pyramiding holding companies that produced watered stock, ut 
no power. 

The Portland area is at the start of a considerable commercial 
building program. This commercial expansion will die aborni 
unless it is accompanied by industrial payrolls. Because of low-cos' 
hydroelectric power, the direct result of the Bonneville yardstick 
power cost, we have seen the development of the aluminum industr) 
And it takes only a little intelligence to see that what we need is not 
less aluminum production, as was suggested recently in the election 
campaign, but more power for greater production. And may I point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that even with the Bonneville yardstick of cost 
the customers of the private power companies pay more for tl 
power than do the customers of the PUD areas 

President Eisenhower has stated it is the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to provide a climate in which private enterpris 
can flourish ; and the only way that industry is going to flourish in the 
Northwest is through the development of low-cost hydroe slectric powe 
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ough the Federal building of multipurpose dams on the Columbia 
em. 

\nd I would like to point out here, Mr. Chairman, one fact that is 
insistently and studiously eliminated when the opponents of pub- 
ower development stand before the wailing wall and cry that the 

ney of all the people of the United States is “used to build dams for 
benefit of a few favored citizens in the Northwest. And that is 
all of the multipurpose federally developed dam sites are self- 

idating. They are paying back their cost plus interest. In fact 
Bonneville Administration is years ahead in its repayment. 

You read in the advertising of the newspapers and magazines of the 
t amount of taxes paid by the private utility companies, but let’s 
forget—every time an electric consumer of a private power com- 

y pays his bill, he pays the cost of production of power, the cost 
stribution, the cost of overhead, the cost of great buildings, the 

t of salaries, the cost of dividends on stock, the cost of the adver- 
g that tells how much taxes the company pays, and finally the 
; the company brags about paying. 

We are backing the bill for a Federal Government constructed 
tipurpose high Hells Canyon Dam. It is the greatest site for 
er impoundment on the American continent. It will give control 
he floodwaters of the Snake, and make usable waters instead of 
ructive floods. It will give navigation on the upper Snake. It 
develop more power at the site, and firm up additional power in 
venerators downstream. We want industrial development in the 
thwest to give jobs to our people, to improve and enhance our 

nomic standards. This can only be done through development 
ow-cest power; and the Federal Government building a high Hells 
yon multipurpose dam is one step in this accomplishment. 

| would like, Mr. Chairman, to put in the record a statement by Mr. 

George Brown, secretary of the State council in relation to unem- 
oyment of Oregon over the past period. 
(The following statement was read into the record by Mr. Bell :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE BROWN, SECRETARY, OREGON STATE 
INDUSTRIAL UNION COUNCIL 


e Oregon State Industrial Union Council believes that one of the 
solutions to the serious problem of unemployment in the State 
{ Oregon is the construction of the high multipurpose Hells Canyon 
1) 


(nempl»yment in Oregon, can no longer be attributed entire sly to 
e seasonsl nature of our eal for November of 1954 was the 


w+ 


h consecutive month in which unemployment was higher than for 
corresponding month of the previous year. Much of the unem- 
vment. of course, is attributable to the seasonal nature of our 
stries, but the fact that for more than 3 years we have had : 
inus ify rising amount of unemployment indicates that Oregon is 
ical y in need of additional industry, which can only be brought 
t by additional hydroelectrical power, at rates that can attract 
inds stry. 
oe is too dependent upon our present basic industries; agri- 
, lumbering, construction, and canning, all of which are highly 
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seasonal by nature. We must obtain for the State of Oregon great 
diversity to offset the impact of the seasonal nature of the basie ind: 
tries, in addition to more industry potential within the State to x 
pace with our increasing labor force. 

There was a greater amount of une mployme nt insurance pal ad out 
through the calendar year of 1954 than any prey year on record, 
with 104,000 valid claims being processed by the Commission, totaling 
approximately $24 million. Statistics show that the number of 
claimants having drawn their maximum payments for the 1954-55 
benefit year was about 20 percent higher than a year ago. Statistics 
will show that the labor force is increasing much more r apidly thay 
the job opportunities are increasing. This situation must be reversed, 
and can only be reversed by greater hydroelectric capacity at rates 
that will attract large basic industries that will in turn provide the 
additional employment we so badly need. 

The civilian labor force for the year ending 1954 increased by 1, 
perce nt, while total employment for the same period increased by 
only five-tenths percent. 

The economic situation that affects Oregon is generally the same 
in the Pacific Northwest States. We therefore owe it to the economy 
of the Northwest to develop the maximum amount of power that car 
be generated from our water resources, which in our opinion in this 
instance, can best be done by the high multipurpose dam as proposed, 
and, in addition, to make this power available to industry at the most 
reasonable possible rate, which can be accomplished through Federal 
development of the proposed dam. 

In our opinion, the development of the three dams as proposed by 
the Idaho Power Co. will result in less power at much higher rates, 
and a continued increase of unemployment as a direct result. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Bell. The propo- 
nents have 4 minutes more of their first half hour. Can Mr. Norman 
Phillips complete his testimony in that amount of time. The next 
witness is Mr. Norman Phillips, president of the Eastern Orego. 
Mining Association. 

Representative Eprrn Green. Mr. Chairman, the legal counsel fo. 
the House committee has just called to my attention the fact that Mr. 
Phillips will be the 100th witness that we have heard and according 
to his suggestion some sort of a television set should be awarded to 
him. 

Senator Neusercer. We are very pleased that we have had the 
opportunity to hear from so many people of the grassroots. 


; 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN PHILLIPS, PRESIDENT, EASTERN OREGON 
MINING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Puts. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, | 
am Norman Phillips, president of the Eastern Oregon Mineral Asso 
ciation, residing in Baker, Oreg. By unanimous vote the Eastern 
Oregon Mining and Mineral Association has gone on record as back- 
mg the proposed high dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River. 
Statements have been made previously opposing the high dam by 
parties charging that they represented our association. They were 
unauthorized and wholly without the consent of our membership. 
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We would also like to make it clear that we have received no gratuities 
promises of special favors for our endorsement of the proposed 
i dam in Hells Canyon. You have heard testimony regarding the 
rhanded tactics of the Idaho Light & Power. We are sorry 
that from our experience in the past that we must agree with what has 
wen stated. Let us not forget that one of the important factors 
ding to the stock-market crash in 1929 was the watering of utility 
ig Does it sound feasible that we should give them more of 
r natural resources after this deplorable record of the past? Many 
of America’s greatest geologists have reported that eastern Oregon 
one of the largest mineral belts in the United States. Develop- 
nt of the various mineral resources depends on adequate and cheap 
wer. Along with that transportation which only a deep dam 
Hells Canyon can supply. That recent survey for a smelter in 
eastern Oregon was deemed feasible if our present high power and 
transportation costs could be lowered. We need help. Further, our 
issociation fully realizes the importance of the Government program 
for national security. ‘The most important single factor, the develop- 
of the rare-earth metals, must be attained for the success of 
the program. Knowing the huge amounts of power required for 
processing the radioactive metals, it would be ere for small 
lams to supply the requirements. Would there be an atomic-energy 
plant at Richland, Wash., if it had not been for Bonneville and 
Grand Coulee Dams? We all know the answer. The aluminum pro- 
duced by power from these two great dams built one-third of all the 
mibat planes used during World War II. At least 42 percent of 
our country’s hydroelectric energy could be produced in the Pacific 
Northwest. Would it be fair to all our people to let selfish interests 
deprive us of any part of these natural resources? ‘The proposed deep 
dam was planned to obtain the largest possible potential of energy. 
Why be satisfied with less? In conclusion, it is our feeling that 
Hells Canyon deep dam is another link in the future of this country. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. The witnesses op- 
posing Senate bill 1333 will now have one-half hour. I would just 
like to say that after that we will adjourn for approximately an hour 
for lunch. Then the hearing will resume. The first witness for 
the opponents on the list given me is Mr. Marshall Dana, of Port- 
land, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL N. DANA, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Dawa. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the committee, 

aul guests, my name is Marshall Dana. The views that I express 
‘personal. For background, I was for many years connected with 

the Oregon Journal, for 42 years, and also for a considerable period 
it that time editor of the editorial page. I participated very actively 
in many matters pertaining to power development, Columbia and its 
main tributaries, during that period. I have the honor of being the 
first president of the National Reclamation Association. I was a 
tormer president of the Umatilla Rapids Association, which pioneered 
he campaign for McNary Dam. I was appointed by President 
Roosevelt to serve as adviser in the recovery administration of the 
early thirties. That service representing Montana, Idaho, Washing- 
ton, and Oregon. And I was a former chairman and still a member 


‘ 
{ 
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of the water-policy committee of the National Reclamation Asso; 
tion. In all of these capacities I supported and did everything j 
my power to aid the building of Bonneville Dam and Grand Coulee. 
IF or many years also I have invested personal and professional effort 
for the deve lopment of the Columbia for all of its uses. I have joined 
in the ambition of many citizens who wished ac complis shment of a 
program for power, reclamation, navigation, flood control, fisher 
recreation, and other factors essential to the greatest public benefit 
from the development of the Columbia Basin. 

The program of development to date has demonstrated i 
and fully justifies continuance in the broad public interest. 

Many years have passed since the study was made by the U 
States engineer upon which the program for the Columbia and B 
so far have been premised. But in the light of added knowledge 
the recent tendency to make of the Hells Canyon Dam a politica! 
vice, I submit that the Columbia River program should have 
benefit of additional study by the United States engineers. 

Respect should be paid to the Federal Power Comunission 
has been hole ling hearings of the relative desirability of the high dan 
at Hells Canyon and the three lower dams pr oposed by Idaho Power 
Co. I sincerely trust that the Columbia River program may be accel 
erated by securing the largest possible capital investment of the ( Gov- 
ernment and of other public and private agencies under public 1 
lation. 

I further submit that multiple-purpose development of the Snake 
River, or of the Columbia as a whole, should not be delayed, befogged 
and discredited by political propaganda premised upon half-truths. 

May I add, Mr. Chairman, that I too value this opportunity to add 
a word from the grassroots. No one possibly could hope more sin 
cerely and enthusiastically for the complete development of the 
Columbia Basin for the benefit who toil, build homes and rear chil- 
dren for the growing and expanding future of the Pacific Northwest. 
I agree with the statement previously made here this morning that 
we, by these frictional expressions add to the clarification of methods 
upon which we may disagree, but upon the objective we hold in com 
mon, and that is the fullest and most complete development of all 
factors of the Columbia River and its basin for the benefit of all people 
for all times. Thank you. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Dana. The next 
witness is Mr. F. Ford Northrup of the city of Eugene. 


STATEMENT OF F. FORD NORTHRUP, EUGENE, OREG. 


Mr. Norrurvur. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is F. Ford Northrup. Before I give my statement I would like to read 
a very short statement prepared by Mr. R. B. Boals and his statement 
is as follows: 

STATEMENT OF R. B. Boats, EUGENE, OREG. 


I am R. B. Boals, a professional engineer of Oregon and a resident of the 
city of Eugene, Oreg. For 9 years I operated the municipal water and electric 
utilities of the city of Fairbury, Nebr., and have been employed since 1938 by 
the municipal water and electric utilities of Eugene, Oreg. During the year 
1946 I was appointed superintendent of the Eugene Water and Electric Board 
and have acted in that capacity continuously since that time. However, the 
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arks I am making here are not to be construed as an official expression of 
nion of the Bugene Water and Electric Board. 
1 my opinion, this hearing on Senate Bill No. 1333 should have been delayed 
the report of the Federal Power Commission has been presented to the 
sress. Under the restrictions imposed for this hearing the procedure may 
ikened to that of an attorney asking for a directed verdict after the jury 
this instance the Federal Power C ommission) has heard the evidence, has 
red, but before it appears with its verdict. No worthwhile opinion can be 
hed on this bill without due attention being given to technical testimony. 
haps some of the opinions appearing herein will be modified by the Federal 
er Commission’s findings. 
wecifically, may I offer the following comments: 
The cost of this project is of such magnitude that it is unlikely that Con 
s will appropriate suflicient money to complete the projects already under- 
and to complete Hells Canyon in a reasonably short period of time. This 
specially important in view of the fact that approximately 40 percent of the 
er capacity credited to Hells Canyon, generated in downstream plants, 
ot be realized for many years. The downstream benefits will be divided 
ng 8 plants only 1 of which is completed, 1 substantially complete, and 1 1n 
early stages of construction. The other five projects have not even been 
rted. 
Because of the very practical difficulties which have been experienced in 
ast in securing adequate and continuing appropriations from the Federal 
rnment for the orderly development of the Columbia Basin, it appears that 
unwise for the people of the Northwest to place their entire dependence on 
Congress for their supply of power. 
Che dedication of substantially all the at-site power estimated to be avail- 
from the high Hells Canyon to one State is an unprecedented and unwise 
edure. 
The objective of cheap power for the Northwest cannot be realized when 
‘ subsidized projects are combined in one package with power. This is not 
say that the other projects are not worthwhile, but their costs should be 
tably allocated. 
It is my opinion that the most beneficial Federal project which could be 
nstructed in Hells Canyon is the Nez Perce project. There is much reason to 
eve that the fish problems involved in its construction can be solved within 
isonable period, after which the project could be built. 


Now as to my own statement, and I am speaking for myself 
dividual. Long experience in both irrigation and power affairs 
ild qualify me to speak at this hearing. For the past 29 years 
ive had an active part in the engineering and management prob- 
us of the Eugene Water and Electric Board which operates the 
icipally owned water and electric utilities of the city of Eugene, 
eg. For 2 years, 1949 to 1951, I was president of the Northwest 
Public Power Association, whose membership includes practically 
of the publicly owned electric systems in the four Northwest States. 

Some time previously to my coming to Eugene I lived for 8 years 

ind near Weiser, Idaho, at the head of the proposed Hells Canyon 
teservoir, where I was engaged in operating an irrigated farm and 

irrigation engineering which included the design of pumping plants 
nd irrigation “works, streamflow measurements and allocation of 
gation water among users. 

Ladies and gentlemen, S. 1333 is not a good bill. However, I wish 
to speak on only two provisions in the bill which should be eliminated 
or modified. The first is in regard to subsidies to irrigation. 

Che future of irrigation depends on a plentiful supply of low-cost 
power. It now appears that nearly all new lands that may be brought 

der irrigation will be most successfully irrigated by sprinkler 

ystems. Also, many projects will require pumping the water to 
nprecedented heights from rivers, reservoirs, or wells into supply 
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canals and pipelines. This means that large amounts of power fo, 
irrigation must be provided at the lowest possible cost, whether { 1 
areas to be irrigated lie in arid regions east of the Cascades or \ 
of the Cascades where there is a deficiency of rainfall during 
crop-growing season. 

We should not use the revenues derived from the sale of electri 
energy to subsidize unrelated activities at the expense of power use1 
whether the activities are manufacturing processes, transportatioi 
commercial services, or farming, including irrigation. 

It is a cardinal ie ial le of ern operaton that revenues fro. 
the sales of electric energy shall be used only for the construction, 
oper: ation, maintenance, and expansion of electric facilities. 

The reclamation projects, from a 5-acre single farm west of the 
Cascades to a half-million-acre project in the arid regions, should be 
self-supporting as far as possible. Whenever it is in the national 
interest to provide a greater food supply for the country, it would 
be well for the farmers to pay what they can on very costly projects 
and the Nation, through congressional appropriations, to pay t] 
balance. There is precedent for this approach as in the case of : 
ports, harbor improvements, highways, and schools which, tho ia 
owned by States and cities, receive much support from the Federal] 
Government. 

In municipal operations, the diversion of funds for other than util 
ity purposes is in all too many cases defeating the original intent of 
serving the citizens with electric and water rates as low as possible. 
It usually has started with taking just a little, for meritorious proj 
ects, of course. Then it grows and grows, until, for example, in the 
case of one city of my knowledge over 40 percent of the electvic re 
enues are used to carry on the functions of government. This has 
resulted in high rates, low use, and unreliable service. 

The diversion of electric revenues for reclamation development 
started in a small way applicable to individual isolated projects w 
til, as a result, it has been condoned in reclamation law. But now we 
ee in this bill a flagrant abuse of the practice. 

{ wonder how many persons at these hearings and what percentage 
of the grassroots of the region know that the bill under discussion 
does not confine itself to the Hells Canyon Dam? Specifically, th: 
bill includes as equally important, as far as the wording is conce oe 
the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mounta 
Home reclamation project, and the use of power revenues for con 
struction and operation of the irrigation features. Hells Canyou 
and the Seriver Creek-Mountain Home project are about as related 
to each other as Hells Canyon is to the Grand Coulee project. 

The center of the Mountain Home project is 160 miles in a direct 
line from the Hells Canyon Dam site. By what stretch of the imagina 
tion can the irrigation of this upstream land be physically connected to 
the Hells Canyon Dam ? 

The Payette unit of the Mountain Home project consists of 192. 
000 acres, the best part of a much larger area which would be irrigated 
if money could be obtained. Water would be taken from the Payette 
and Boise Rivers, but much of the money from the Hells Canyon proj- 
ect. According to the report on the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home project by the Bureau of Reclamation in May 1949 (Project 


WeST 
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ining Report No. 1—5.5-7.5), the cost of the irrigation works 

id be $1,040 per acre as - re if construction. C'onstrue 
would be accomplished over a period of 30 vears, (With rising 

ts and 4 srobable contingenc ies, I would expect the average cost in 
20 ae period to be much higher, somewhere between $1,300 and 
~],S00 per acre. ) Under the plan of the Bureau, the farmers would re 


vy part of the cost over a 50 yea perio ul. Ap plicable power rey 
eS will cover a 79 year period, this IS. for ‘ L period \ whie ly ine lude S 


30 years of construction and approximately 50 years for payment 


rrigation facilities. 

[fn round numbers the farmers would pay in the 50-year period, $ $23 

llion out of a total cost of S200 n illion for the irrigation works. 

is figures out LL » percent as the Far mers’ share of the reimbursable 
vation costs. “The remainder of the reimbursable irrigation costs 
nid be assigned for return from other sources.” 

Gentlemen, I am not one to believe that the Northwest users of elec- 
energy, including farmers who irrigate, want the financing of 
Scriver Creek-Mountain Home and other projects to come out 

of their electric bills. 

[ say other projects because.section 4 of the bill provides that, upon 

ithorization of Congress, any or all projects in the entire Snake 

River drainage area down to below the mouth of the Clearwater River 
it Lewiston may be “works or divisions of these projects” (the Hells 
nyon and Seriver Creek) 

One of the arguments for the Federal Government building the dam 

s that the interest rate on money borrowed by the Government would 

be lower than on money borrowed by a non-Federal agency. How- 
ver, much of that argument is lost when we consider the proposed 
bsidies to irrigation. 

As evidence that the Northwest is aware of the unfairness proposed 

n this bill, let me give the substance of a resolution of the board of 

istees of the Northwest Public Power Association meeting in Seat- 

tle, June 6, 1951, as stated in the association bulletin of July 27, 1951, 
on page 4: 

Hells Canyon Dam facilities for power generation should be financed on a 

rictly self-liquidating basis providing for complete retirement of power invest 
over 50 years or a similar reasonable period. However, power revenues 

uld under no circumstances also be required to pay for irrigation projects. 

Other organizations have been much concerned about the subsidies 

the Hells Canyon legislation. In 1951, one of the most active of 

e smaller associations of publicly owned utilities went so far as to 

pass a resolution which provided 

hat a bill be drafted and submitted by the Pacific Northwest congressional dele 
on providing for the authorization of Hells Canyon Dam by the Corps of 

neineers as a flood control, navigation, and power project. 

Therefore, my first amendments would be (1) the striking of all 

reference to the Scriver Creek and Mountain Home projects; (2) 
iting definitely that the Hells Canyon Dam is for the purposes of 
flood control, power generation, and improvement of navigation; and 
stating that the revenues derived from the sale of electric energy 
shall not be used to subsidize irrigation and other unrelated purposes. 

The second item for consideration is the allocation of 500,000 kilo- 

itts to the State of Idaho and a very small part of Oregon, popula- 





286 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


tionwise. In the 1952 version of this bill, the allocation was 300,009 
kilowatts. Now, at this time, why should one-half of the power be re 
served to a small segment of the region at the expense of all the region, 
not to mention the welfare of other parts of the United States? | 
fairness and equity, the power should be distributed in a reasona 
manner to alleviate the hardships of the power shortage whi 
expected within a few years. 

Gentlemen, this bill is faulty. Its contents cannot be understood 
by anyone not thoroughly familiar with reclamation law. The ful 
implications and intent are deeply obscured. Its provisions are un- 
sound in principle and would be unfair in practice. Cannot we ha 
a clean and forthright bill which would cover only the issues conce: 
ing the Hells Canyon Dam? Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Northrop. Will you leave 
your statement with the reporter. The next witness for the opponents 
is Gen. Curtis T. Beecher, of Roseburg, Oreg. General Beecher. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. CURTIS T. BEECHER, UNITED STATES MARINE 
CORPS (RETIRED) 


Gen. Curtis T. Berecner. Mr. Chairman, members of the commit 
tee, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Curtis T. Beecher. I am a re- 
tired officer of the United States Marine Corps. I am appearing hi 
representing some of the grassroots sentiments in my own county, 
Douglas County, and I come from the grassroots. I am appearing 
here as a private citizen, because having fought in two wars to pre 
serve the liberties of this country I am very much concerned by the 


trend that is evidenced in this Hells Canyon controversy. I am 
igainst the proposal to construct a Federal dam at Hells Canyon for 
several reasons. I am a believer in the free-enterprise system whic! 
built this country. I believe that this controversy is a perfect exam 
ple of the clash between the socialistic theory of government and that 
of the free-enterprise system. 
The chances of getting appropriations through Congress to build 
a Federal dam are extremely remote. A continuing battle would 
have to be waged with succeeding Congresses to keep up the level of 
appropriations even though the present Congress did appropriate 
some funds. 
The fact remains that Congress is behind from 4 to 6 years now 
in its appropriations for projects which are presently authorized. 
The need for power is now, not some time in the distant future. 
Continual agitation for a federally constructed dam will only delay 
and might well block efforts to secure the additional power needed. 
The estimated cost of the federally constructed dam is excessive. 
It will result in taxpayers being further burdened at a time when 
tax considerations are of the utmost importance. 
The private dam construction will provide virtually as much power 
as the proposed Federal construction. 
I believe in all sincerity that the people of Oregon will benefit to a 
very slight degree through the construction of a Federal dam yet the) 
will have to pay a portion of the taxes necessary for its construction. 
I do not believe in the complete domination of our local affairs 
which will inevitably result from complete dependence on Federal 
funds. 
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| agree that there are many instances where Federal funds must be 
eht to assist in local endeavors. I do not consider that the situation 
ts with respect to the Hells Canyon controversy. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you General Beecher. The next wit- 
-s for the proponents of the bill is Mr. H. Loren Thompson of Port- 
nd, Oreg. I should like to say at this time, in this particular 
sequence of presentations the opponents of the bill have approximately 
7 minutes more. 


STATEMENT OF H. LOREN THOMPSON, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. THompson. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen, I am H. 
Loren Thompson, a registered professional engineer and a partner in 
the consulting engineering firm of Stevens & Thompson, 600 National 
Building, Portland, Oreg. I am a member of the Board of Engineer- 

Kxaminers of the State of Oregon. During 1953 I was a witness 
our firm at the hearings conducted by the F wt al Power Com- 

sion upon the application by Idaho Power Co. for the comprehen 
development of the middle reach of the Snake River. 

Congress of the United States created the Federal Power Com- 

ssion by the Federal Power Act of 1920. The FPC is therefore 

arm of Congress exercising the powers granted it and serves the 
neople of the United States at the pleasure of Congress. The Federal 
Power Act specifically limits the responsibilities of the FPC and in 
iddition clearly points out that— 


S00. PREFERENCES IN ISSUANCE OF PRELIMINARY PERMITS ON LICENSES 


V7henever, in the judgment of the Commission, the development of any 

ter resources for public purposes should be undertaken by the United States 

tself, the Commission shall not approve any application for any project affecting 

such development, but shall cause to be made such examinations, surveys, 

ports, plans, and estimates of the cost of the proposed development as it may 

find necessary, and shall submit its findings to Congress with such recommenda- 
tions as it may find appropriate concerning such development. 

In exercising its responsibility to Congress and to the people of 
the United States the FPC has had a lengthy hearing and has taken 
158 volumes of testimony (19,215 pages) regarding power 
development in Hells Canyon. During the year-long hearings over 
390 exhibits were presented. In addition 20 items were included in 

e hearings by reference consisting of extensive reports of various 
governmental agencies. Some 58 technical witnesses were heard. 

The “umpire” set up by Congress is certainly doing everything 
it can to ascertain for itself the qualifications of the applicant and 
the development proposed to meet the criteria— 

** * be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing a 
waterway or waterways * * *— 

quoted directly from Federal Power Act. The FPC cannot be 
accused of negligence in any way. Any plan at this stage to bypass 
this long-established arm of Congress can only be considered an 
expedient to make political capital. 

I have full faith in the Federal Power Commission and the deci- 
sion finally rendered will, without a doubt, be in favor of the most 
economical development and still meet fully the test of comprehen- 
sive development of this natural resource. 
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In the face of the responsibilities given to FPC by Cong 
through the Federal Power Act, the extensive and thorough 
ings before FPC, and the many technical witnesses presented at 
vear-long hearings, it can only be concluded that the present hi 
ings of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs consuming 
not more than 1 day each on Boise, Lewiston, Pasco, and Portland 
can only be a gesture to gain publicity. It can settle nothing. No 
sionificant facts can be ascertained in such a short hearing which 
are not already in the official record of the duly authorized arm of 
(‘ongress. 

If those who are at this hearing are interested in the immed 
and most economic development of this reach of the Snake River, 
why not wait until the FPC has presented its findings? Then if 
it is a matter of public versus private development, let those who 
advocate that only the Federal Government should provide power 
here in the Northwest be honest politically and get wholeheartedly 
behind whichever development is recommended by the FPC. From 
an engineering standpoint, I want to see the most economical develop- 
ment of this resource, and who constructs the facilities is unimportant 
from the standpoint of the engineering analysis. 

The analysis made by engineers of the F PC should be recognized 
in this political controversy. The testimony of witnesses Froggatt, 
Meadowcraft, and Wing, engineers from the San Francisco 7% 
of FPC, most certainly was not biased. Their experience and tec] 
nical know-how can only be ignored by those who insist that poli va 
must be a basis on which to determine the expenditure of a half billion 
dollars for a purely engineering project. 

Briefly looking at the records we have: 

The Pacific Northwest is woefully short of power. 

To construct the high dam will require a year period. With 
allowances for Congress to provide the appropriations and for engi- 
neering design, it would be at least 10 years, or 1965, before any 
power would flow into the Northwest power pool from the high Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

The three-dam program can have power on the line within 2 
years. and can be fully developed within 3 to 4 years. 

Kngineers say both projects will produce the same amount of 
poe in an average year. 

Interior has stated that in excess of $1, 700,000 must be spent 
to Janes the claimed benefits of the high Hells Canyon Dam. Many 
of these claimed benefits will disappear when additional storage is 
developed on the main stem of Columbia River—long before Con- 
gress will appropriate the overall sum of almost $2 billion. 

6. Using data on page 28 in report by John R. Riter, Bureau of 
Reclamation, before FPC and substitution construction cost of the 
three-dam plan as estimated by FPC the unit cost of prime power 
added to system would be $16 compared to his figure for the high 
dam of $19.30. 

7. Governors of the Northwest say the area needs $2 billion of 
powerplants. Will Congress appropriate such sums? If not, why 
then won’t the politicians permit public and private interests in the 
Northwest to proceed ¢ 

. Oregon Senators propose a project reserve of 500,000 kilowatts 
for a specified area of which the State of Oregon will receive very 
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ttle—only 5 percent of Oregon’s population is included in the speci 


tI 


{reserve area. 
Oregon Senators earmark the balance of power from Hells Can 
1 for preferential customers practically all whom are in Washing 

Oregon will get only a pitts ince. 
| strongly urge the C ommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs to 
ept the e ngineering recomme a ations of the Federal Power Com 
mission, the one agency created by Congress to determine a compre- 
t] 


hensive plan for the deve Repanhet Sol our water resources. Once ac 
cepting the FPC’s recommendations shen: if the committee still wants 
the J ‘ederal Government to construct the development, present to the 

nate and House ap} ropriate bills to have the project developed a 
recommended. The committee should bend every effort possible to 

ird the speedy development of power for our area, by both public 
and private interests. The people of the Northwest are bored with 
the delay. They want the shackles removed so work can get 
underway. 

Senator NEUBERGER. That concludes the first half hour of presenta 
tion by the opponents of Senate bill 1333. The next half hour will be 
the proponents and we are now in recess for lunch until 1:45. 

Whereupon the hearing recessed at 12 noon.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The hearing convened, pursuant to noon recess, vt 1:50 p.m.) 
Senator NeuBercer. The meeting will be in order, please. Before 
nnounce the agenda for this afternoon, I have three items I would 
place in the record. One is a telegram favoring high Hells 
yon dam from two members of the Oregon Legislature, Repre- 
ative Robert Klemson and Representative William A. Grenfell, 
Jr.. submitted for the record. Another is a telegram favoring high 
Hells Canyon Dam from dt. I. (Jake) Bennett, former member of the 

lecislature and member of the Portland City Council. 

f am also going to submit for the record, and I wish to say in 
advance that if there is any similar communication from any other 
political party in this State I am going to submit that for the record 
too, if it will be brought to my attention by any member of the 
audience or any of the witnesses. But I am voing to submit. for the 
record a letter dated April 1, 1955, from the chairman of the Repub- 
lican Central Committee, Soshend Oreg., signed by Mr. Philip 
‘nglehart, and I am calling particular attention to the postscript 
hichisas follows: 

view of the fact that the Republican Governor of Washington and our own 
vernor Patterson will be the first witnesses at the Hells Canyon hearing to 
held in the Portland State College Auditorium, 1630 Southwest Park Avenue, 

' 9:15 a. m., April 6 we would like to have the hall packed with Republicans 

Those are for the record. As I s say, 1f there is any similar com 
a from any other party ll be glad to have it brought to my 
attention. , 

I should like to announce the agenda for this afternoon. We are 

iting at 2 minutes short of 2 o’clock. I have talked this over with 
the other members of the committee and we have agreed to run until 
fo loe k, which is 4 hours from now. That will give each side 2 hours. 
Now it is obvious from the long list of witnesses, both of proponents 
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and opponents which are listed here, that unless everybody confi: 
himself or herself to about 30 or 40 seconds that all of these people 
not going to be able to speak, so this is my suggestion. That the 
leaders of the 2 groups place those whom they most want to be he: wr d 
orally during the meeting of the committee, they place those peopl 
near the head of the list and revise their lists if aw wish to do so. 
and I will call the witnesses as the lists are printed, or presented to m 
by the leaders of the 2 groups. 

I also want to say that if, when we adjourn the hearing at 6 o’clock 
this evening,. there are those who have not been heard, if those people 
lave written statements and they will present them to the reporter, Mr, 
Moody, who is on my right, that they will be included in the record of 
the hearings as though they were read orally today to the committee, 
I hope that is clear so that anyone who has gone to the trouble of pre- 
paring a written statement, he or she have the opportunity to have 
that included in the record of the hearing, and of course that goes for 
proponents and opponents of the bill alike, so I trust that is clear. 

Inasmuch as when we adjourned for lunch the opponents had t 
last say, as it were, we now we will give one-half hour of time, from 
2 until 2: 30, to the proponents of Senate bill 1333. According to our 
list, the first witness this afternoon for the proponents is Mr. John 
Withers, vice president of the board of directors of Surprise Valley 
Electrification Corp. 

(The documents referred to by Senator Neuberger are as follows:) 


Favor maximum development of Northwest hydropower strongly urge high 
dam—Helis Canyon—Representative Robert Klemsen, Representative William 
Grenfell, Jr. 


GENTLEMEN: The people of Oregon have twice spoken out in support of th: 
high dam on the Snake River. First, by their defeat of senate bill 99 (of the 
1947 Oregon legislature) at a referendum election. Second, by the election of 
Senator Neuberger who supported the high dam. Sponsors of senate bill 9) 
claimed it was for the purpose of permitting a license to be granted by the State 
to the Idaho Power Co. to develop the low power sites now under discussion. 

This bill passed the senate with Senators McKay (now secretary) voting for 
it as did Senator Patterson, I believe. The bill was vetoed by Governor Snell. 
On the vote to override the veto (which occurred) McKay supported the veto 
as did both Portland newspapers while Patterson did not, I believe. The bill was 
referred to the people and defeated by a substantial majority. 

On the issue I believe the high dam more advantageous to the Nation and the 
Northwest for the following reasons: (1) It will produce more power. (2) Asa 
Government project it can be operated as a unit with other dams now built or to 
be built by the Government without restraint. Full benefit could come only if so 
operated. I do not believe, and this view was shared by others of the 147 
sessions of the legislature, that the Idaho Power Co. would proceed with the 
development even if authorized to do so not without Government financing. 
They are more concerned, I believe, with halting the Federal Government's 
development of power sites in general than they are in building any dams on 
the Snake River. Please present this statement to the committee and includ 
in the record. 

Respectfully, 
J. E. (JAKE) BENNETT. 


P. S.: In the 1947 session of the legislature I led the fight in the house against 
senate bill 99. 


DEAR PRECINCT COMMITTEEMEN AND WOMEN: After careful thought, I desire 
to relinquish the chairmanship of the Multnomah County Central Committee 
based on the following reasons: 
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In 1955, from May to October, I will be out of the State. I will be out of 
State for 2 months or more in 1956, and at a very critical time, preceding the 
mary election. 
The necessity for a very vigorous activity in our reorganization at the 
net level requires more time than I am able to give, due to expanding busi- 
s pressure. 
(he necessity for a tremendous effort in fund raising during 1955 and 1956 
require constant attention and supervision of the county chairman. 
In the position of chairman, I am limited in campaigning and being able to 
the candidates, whom I wish to support at primary time. This is very 
rtant to me in the all-important year of 1956, 
erefore, I am instructing the secretary of the Multnomah County Central 
mittee to call a meeting, Tuesday, May 10, 1955, for the purpose of accept- 
my resignation and to elect a new chairman. 
[It has been a great pleasure to have been of service as chairman and I feel 
siderable progress has been made toward awakening the people to the neces- 
of building a strong Republican Party. It is very important that a cohesive 
y organization be established in this county with emphasis at the precinct 
|. It is the precinct worker who after all determines who shall be elected 
{| more recognition of the hard work and service rendered by these people is 
ssary. It is only through party solidarity that we Republicans are going 
n in 1956, and it is only through strong party organization that this county 
e able to get back into the Republican column 
It has been inevitable that with approximately 433,000 Republicans and 431,000 
rats in this State and with the Democrats leading with about 17,000 
stered in Multnomah County, we would come up against the problem of 
nuing our leadership, that we have established only through the fact that 
ive held offices at the top level. Now that this State is growing industrially 
n population, there is a transition. We must use the only possible solution 
eep control by becoming the leading party in this State, which can only 
ne through the education of the people to the fact that “free enterprise” 
the Republican way of thinking is the right way and the people must awaken 
uit accepting the debunking that we listened to in the November campaign. 
nents seem to be starting early in their attempt to tear down our great 
r, President Eisenhower. 
re is no room in these critical times for splinter organizations or control 
all groups of individuals. Coordination with the county organization and 
‘ol by the precinct organization will be the only solution for success. Each 
er must be a part of the team. 
organizations and individuals who wish to support the party must become 
ers of a working team coordinated with the county central committee. 
this time, let me personally thank you for your excellent support and I 
erely hope that you will continue on, even more vigorously, than in the past 
e that we win the election in 1956. 
Sincerely, 
PHILIP ENGLEHART, Chairman 


D 


S.: In view of the fact that the Republican Governor of Washington and our 
Governor Patterson will be the first witnesses at the Hells Canyon hearing 
held in the Portland State College auditorium, 1630 Southwest Park Avenue, 


15 a. m., April 6, we would like to have the hall packed with Republicans. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN WITHERS, PAISLEY, OREG. 


Mr. Wrruers. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the com- 
tee, my name is John Withers. I reside at Paisley, Oreg., down 
» southeastern part of the State, where I have been engaged in 
vestock and ranching business all of my life. I am president of 
e Oregon Wool Growers Association. However, at this time T am 
earing as director and vice president of the Surprise Valey Tle 
ication Corp., with headquarters in Alturas, Calif. I have been 
thorized by our board of directors to appear before you in support 
Hells Canyon Dam and full development of the Snake River by 
Federal Government. 
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We represent REA cooperatives composed and owned by appl 
mately 2.000 farm and ranch families residing in the remotest 1 
ureas of Modoc County, Calif., and Lake County, Oreg. I am 
this area is typ! cal of many such rural areas in the western part 
the United States. Having lived all but the last 6 years of my 
without electricity, and I can assure you ladies and gentlemen of 
committee that we would still be lin ine without electricity if it w: 
for the opportunity offered to us under the REA Administration. 

I certainly am ina position, I think, to fully appreciate the neces 
and value of electric en ergy to these remote rural areas. Cert: uinly 
recognize the substantial contributions that electric energy has n 
to the productive capac ity of these rural areas. ] think our major 
prob lem is probably no different than those of other cooperatives se 
ing rural areas of the country. That is securing an adequate source of 
power at a price we can afford to pay. We should have a price of 
power that would sieualaie development and progress in these ru 
communities and at the same time permit us to fully retire our finan 
obligations to the United States Government. 

I think you are conversant with the fact that the REA cooperatives 
of this great country of ours extended electric service of rural areas of 
America because it was not possible for the private power compat es 
that they would do so and because there were more than 4 milli 
ranch and farm families receiving e lectrie service from the R KA coop 
eratives in the economy of the country is in a much stronger positio. 
and the standard of living of the people of these areas is the highest 
in the world, and the great livestock and agricultural industries of 
the country are certainly in a much better position to serve our needs 
in time of peace and war. 

May we call to your attention that the first aim of our cooperati 
is to extend electric service to all rural areas, where the private por 
companies could not go, that by serving approximately two memb 
consumers per mile the investment per consumer is extremely high an 
it is most important to secure adequate electric power at a cheap o1 
reasonable price in order to achieve area coverage and discharge ow 
obligation to the Government. 

We have borrowed some $214 million to serve the people of our area. 
Certainly, T want you to know that we recognize and appreci: ag our 
financial obligations to the United States Government, and eve ry cent 
of that money will be paid back with interest if it’s humanly possible 
to do SO. 

At the present time we have been purchasing power from the Ca! 
fornia-Oregon Power Co. at rates that we think are unjustified Wi 
are faced at the present time with cancellation of our contract and have 
no other source of power to go to except that from private utilities. 

(The balance of Mr. Withers’ testimony consisted of reading fron 
his prepared statement, which is as follows :) 

My name is John Withers. I am a cattle and sheep rancher, residing about 
6 miles northwest of Paisley, Oreg., where I have lived all of my life. At the 
present time, I am president of the Oregon Wool Growers Association ; however, 
I appear before this Committee today as a director and vice president of the 
board of directors of Surprise Valley Electrification Corp., an REA cooperativ 
Attached to the copy of my testimony is a formal resolution adopted by the board 
of directors at their regular meeting of. February 24, 1955, requesting that I 
appear before this committee in the interest of the more than 2,000 ranch, 
farm, and rural members, of the cooperative, who receive electric service in 
Lake County, Oreg., and Modoe County, Calif 
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e Surprise Valley Electrification Corp., is a membership cooperative, and 
vned by the ranchers, farmers, and the people living in the remote rural 
The cooperative has borrowed from the Federal Government through the 
Electrification Administration more than 824% million for the purpose 
ilding 970 miles of distribution lines to extend electric service to the 
() members in the area it serves The headquarters office is located in 
a, Calif.; however, an office and warehouse is maintained in Lakeview, 


of the electric energy to serve the membership is purchased at what is 
sed to be wholesale rates from the California-Oregon Power Co., a private 
ty, at extremely high rates and the cooperative is faced with even higher 
We strongly feel that 7 to 7% mills per kilowatt-hour for electricity is 
1 all reason and without justification and this is the sort of situation we 
when the cooperative and public bodies have to depend on private utilities 
heir power requirements. We believe this committee is conversant with 
fact that the REA cooperatives of this great country of ours extended 
ric service to the rural areas of America, because the private power 
panies would not and possibly could not, but because there are more than 
lion ranch and farm families receiving electric service from the REA 
eratives, the economy of the country is in a much stronger position and 
standard of living of the people of the rural areas is the highest of the world, 
t the cattle ranchers, sheep ranchers and the farmers are in a much better 
on to serve the country in time of peace and war. 
lay we call to the committee’s attention that the first aim of our cooperative 
extend electric service to all rural areas, where the private power com 
es could not and would not go, that by serving approximately two member- 
mers per mile, the investment per consumer is extremely high and it is 
important to secure adequate electric power at a cheap or reasonable price 
rder to achieve area coverage and discharge our obligation to the Govy- 
ment. As a matter of record our cooperative paid into the United States 
isury more than $91,000 in the past year, in principal and interest and the 
erative is current on its obligations 
We of Surprise Valley Electrification Corp. (cooperative) interpret the REA 
as amended in 1936, by the Congress of the United States, that it is our 
ousibility to extend “area coverage” to all rural areas, and in our judgment 
re is a similarity, with regard to “full development” of the country’s natural 
irces, such as the Snake River. 
sapparent that private financing cannot and will not achieve full develop 
of the tremendously valuable water resources of the Snake River. May 
e ask. Who owns the great waters that rushed through the narrow gorges 
he Snake River? We take the position that it is a great natural resource 
belongs to the people, we strongly feel that full development of the Hells 
nyon should be built by the Federal Government, using a reasonable rate of 
terest for the financing in order that the power developed there will serve a 
h larger percent of the people in the area and at rates the people can afford 
In our judgment this would not be an expense to the Government but an 
tment that would be self-liquidating and render valuable service to its 
e. May we liken this to the construction of our transcontinental highways 
Governinent through the years has made great financial contribution to the 
¢ highway system for all its people. 
May we apprise this committee that Surprise Valley Electrification Corp 
perative) has made formal application to the Bonneville Power Admin 
tration for public power to be delivered at Lakeview, Oreg., and our aim is 
receive service from this Administration at the earliest possible date and if 
no other reason we support the full development of the Snake River by the 
leral Government in order that ample power will be available to the member 
mers of Surprise Valley and other cooperatives and public bodies in future 
s at reasonable rates. 
his committee well knows what public power has meant to the great North 
t of this country and that the Bonneville Power Administration is paying its 
gations to the Government far ahead of schedule, and in our opinion the 
development of the Snake River by the Federal Government will greatly 
id in the overall program for future power requirements, and render a service 
the people of the area. 
Our board of directors has requested Mr. C. J. Hunter, manager of Surprise 
illey Electrification Corp., to be present at this hearing to answer any technical 
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questions regarding operation, power cost, or other technical matters, and hy 
available for questioning. 

In behalf of our people we express sincere appreciation for the opportunit 
of appearing before this committee. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Surprise Valley Electrification Corp., is what is normally referred 
to as an REA cooperative, in that it has borrowed from the Federal Government 
in excess of $2144 million, through the Rural Electrification Administration 
the purpose of building transmission and distribution lines to supply elect: 
service to 2,020 members, consisting of ranches, farms, and rural areas in L 
County, Oreg., and Modoc County, Calif.; and 

Whereas the board of directors and the more than 2,000 members of Surpr 
Valley Electrification Corp. (cooperative) are vitally interested in electri 
power and electric service, at a price they can afford, as a means of maintaii 
a decent standard of living and further development of the counties involved: a 

Whereas it has come to the attention of the board that the Senate Int: 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate will hold publi: 
hearings in Portland, Oreg., on or about April 6, 1955, to hear opponents and 
proponents of the Hells Canyon authorization bill, which is now before the Co: 
gress: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Vice President and Director John Withers, of Paisley, Gr 
be and is hereby directed to appear before said Senate committee and pr« 
facts and present the views of this board in favor of the Hells Canyon autho 
tion bill; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be made available to members of t] 
committee together with copies of the brief as presented to the committee. 

(Duly verified 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. John Eyer, representing the National 
American Veterans Commiitee. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN EYER, NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF THE 
AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Eyer. Mr. Chairman, my name is John Eyer, I live in Portland 
and I represent the National Organization of the American Veterans 
Committee, and of course the Portland chapter. In view of the time 
situation, [1] submit my entire statement, but with your permission | 
will read only a part of it. 

(The statment referred to is as follows :) 


If uncontrolled, our great river systems can bring death and destruction to 
the farms and cities along their banks. Properly harnessed, these same waters 
can be held within their banks to carry our commerce, directed through turbines 
to light our farms and homes and drive our industry, and stored for use in giv- 
ing life to hitherto barren acres of rich farmland. 

The basic principles for sound water resources development are not new. They 
have long been recognized by progressive leaders of both political parties. I 
1908 President Theodore Roosevelt said : 

“Each river system from its headwaters in the forest to its mouth on the 
coast, is a single unit and should be treated as such, and should be developed 
upon a consistent unified plan by which each part should be made to help every 
other part.” 

In 1912, the National Waterways Commission declared : 

“A reservoir system, in order to be utilized simultaneously for flood prevention, 
aiding navigation, and power development, must be controlled or operated by 
some public authority * * * so comprehensive a policy could be successfully 
administered only by the Federal Government. * * *” 

These basic principles, which were first enunciated by Republicans, were later 
followed by Democratic administrations in the development of water resources. 
They are the principles behind the 1949 combined Army engineers “308 Report” 
and Bureau of Reclamation Comprehensive Report for the Columbia Basin. 
They are not—or at least should not be—partisan. 
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fuch has been said lately about the role of the Federal Government in re- 
e development—about “partnership.” AVC believes that all agencies of 
ernment from the local irrigation or power district to the Federal Govern- 
should participate as “partners” in the development of these resources. 
the inability of State governments to deal effectively with interstate prob- 
was the principal reason for establishing our Federal Constitution. The 
ieral Government should not abdicate its functions to local instrumentalities 
wernment which have neither the facilities nor the authority to undertake 
Above all it should not violate its trusteeship over the people’s resources 
irning the more profitable of these over to private exploitation. Only if 
r basins are treated as an entity in which the public develops some of the 
profitable sites as well as the less desirable ones can the public realize the 
benefits from its resources heritage. 
Ve call for a return to the successful partnership between the Federal Gov- 
ment and the local public and cooperative distribution agencies under which 
cost power has been developed at large multipurpose projects and trans- 
ee at high voltage to the local communities throughout the region by the 
eral Government and delivered at reduced voltage for distribution by the 
agencies. 

a veterans’ organ‘zation, made up for the most part of veterans still 
ble for recall to military service should a major war again strike, AVC is 
cularly concerned with the security of our country. We are appalled at the 
ule of such groups as the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Commit- 
vhich, shortly after the outbreak of the Korean war, advised the National 
rity Resources Board, with respect to new electrochemical and other high- 
\-factor industries. 

Ve must emphasize the fact that there is no Federal power supply available 
or that purpose, nor will there be for several years 

ynsequently, should such new plants be imposed on the area immediately, 
‘sult could only be detrimental to the area * * *.” [Emphasis added.] 
veterans of a major national undertaking during which we willingly took 

from Washington, we are a little annoyed by the constant wailing about 
ral usurpation of power, as though the Federal Government were some 

n occupation force. Would those who advance such wails have us believe 
the American people have created a central government with a greater 

ver to wage war—to destroy—than to improve the welfare of our people? 
s our Government have greater authority to develop underdeveloped lands 
ther people than for its own people? And lastly, is our will to create the 
of war greater than our will to create the tools of peace? We were not 

sfied with half measures in wartime—with guns that would shoot only half 

far, or planes that would only fly half as fast, or a landing force only half 

strong. Nothing was too good for “our boys” when they were in uniform. 
how about after they come home? Do we generate enough electricity to 
ide jobs for all, to light the homes and farms of all, and to develop the 
hates that will restore our farms? 


Our people always seem to be willing to build war memorials all 

oss the face of America. Usually they are relatively worthless 
ies of stone or bronze that add nothing to the community and 
poor substitutes for the genuine sacrifices made by those whom 

hey commemorate. If we really want to honor these men, let us 

ld a memorial worthy of their effort. Let us erect in America’s 
T 


ry 


canyon this gigantic dam which will be an inspiration to all 
world—an ex: imple of democracy functioning for the benefit of 
our people. Then let us call it Paul Bunyan Dam, a name that 
ibolized throughout America great achievement and the overcom- 
¢ of the rugged obstacles of nature—a dam worthy of the heritage 
ueathed to us by our pioneer fathers—a dam worthy of the future 
ich we desire to pass on to our children. 


Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Eyer. The next witness for 


e proponents is Mrs. Kay Meriwether, State representative in’ the 
egon State Legislature. I think they are impressed by the extent 


of your statement. 
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et 


STATEMENT OF HON. MRS. KAY MERIWETHER, STATE REP 
SENTATIVE, OREGON STATE LEGISLATURE 


Mrs. Meriweruer. I am here today because I have been exe 
secretary of the National Hells Canyon Association for the past y: 
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I wish to place ip 
record petitions containing the names of thousands of little per pl 

working people and farm people, who were unable to get here but 


wanted the members of the committee to know of their whole-hearted 


support for the high dam. 

Senator Nevpercer. Mis. Meriwether, I'd just like to say fon 
record, if it’s agreeable with you and your association, we will 
the preamble of the petitions in the official record of the committee 


and the number of signatures. 

Mrs. Meriweruer. That is agreeable, and I also have a sheat 
resolutions from organizations in this area. 

Senator Neusercer. They will be included in the record. 

Mrs. Merrweruer. I would like before I start to present also the 
statement of M. E. Steele, who is president of the Joint Council of 
Teamsters; Al Brown, who is fourth vice president and western re 
gional director of the International Brotherhood of Paper Workers; 
Lloyd B. Dysart, attorney from Centralia, Wash.; and the Honor 
able Walter J. Pearson, State representative in the Oregon State 
Legislature. 

Senator Neusercer. Without objection, they will be included 
the record. 

Mrs. Mertweriier. Thank you. my statement contains only inf 
mation as to the formation of the National Hells Canyon Associa 
tion, its board of directors, its officers, and the organizations re} 
sented by the members of the board of directors. I might tell 
that we have attempted to estimate the number of people in the Pa 
Northwest who are represented by our board of directors and ow 
conservative estimate is two and a half million dollars. 

My statement also contains an explanation of how that figure was 
arrived at. I also have included a list of 23 national organizations 
which have contributed and supported us in this one for Hells 
Canyon. Among them are the CIO and the AFL, and we believ 
that they represent well over 50 million people. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you very much. May I ask you one 
question so the record will be clear? Ww hen you said two and a half 
million dollars, I think you mean two and a half million mas. 

Mrs. Mertweruer. People. I think I have mike fright, Mr. Chai 
man. 

(Mrs. Meriwether’s statement is as follows 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Kay Meriwether. 
I live at 3417 Southeast Carlton Street, Portland, Oreg. I am State representa- 
ive from the Seventh Legislative District to the Oregon Legislature. I was 
assistant to the manager of the National Hells Canyon Association from June 
1953 to July 1954, at which time I assumed the duties of executive secretary of 
the association. 

Il am appearing today to testify concerning the formation of the National Hells 
Canyon Association, its membership and its purposes. 

The National Hells Canyon Association was born May 23, 1953, at Orego 
State Grange headquarters in Portland. On May 5, 1953, Seeretary of t! 
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or Douglas McKay announced that his Department withdrew its opposi 
Idaho Power Co.’s attempt to take over the Hells Canyon stretch of the 
River. The expected result of this action of the Secretary was that the 
ition of the Idaho Power Co. to build dams in the Hells Canyon reach 
Snake River would quickly be granted by the Federal Power Commission. 
ne of our leading newspapers editorialized, “Hells Canyon is a dead duck.” 
the alarmed and angry citizens of the Pacific Northwest—farm, labor, 
power, cooperative and citizens’ groups—were indignant and aroused. 
chairman of the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Association and 
e masters of the Oregon and Washington State granges called a public meet- 
for May 28, 19538, to discuss possible action by groups supporting the high 
< Canyon Dam proposal to counteract the Secretary’s adverse action. The 
ng was attended by 120 representatives of farm, labor, public utility, rural 
rification association, municipally owned electrie utilities, power consumers, 
esource-development organizations from Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and 
tana. Plans were drawn for a permanent organization to oppose the Idaho 
er Co.’s application and to promote the public interest on behalf of Federal 
truction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. 
~ommittee was elected to proced with plans for permanent organization, 
idiing the drafting of bylaws and articles of incorporation for the Na- 
Hells Canyon Association. A recommendation was made that the execu- 
omimittee and the board of directors of the association tell the Hells Can- 
story to the people of the Northwest and the Nation; that they under- 
» responsibility for intervention against the application of the Idaho Power 
before the Federal Power Commission, and that they take all possible 
ps to protect the rights of the people to comprehensive development of the 
ke River as represented by construction of a high multiple-purpose dam 
Hells Canyon, 
May 30 the committee met to draft bylaws and articles of ineorpora- 
for the National Hells Canyon Association, Inc. On June 22, 1953, the 
tional Hells Canyon Association, Inc., was incorporated as a nonprofit cor- 
ration in the State of Idaho. The first meeting of the association was held 
Portland, Oreg., on June 23. Officers were elected and headquarters author- 
| to be established in Portland. 
ie executive comimttee of the association, as elected, consists of: 
dent, James T. Marr, executive secretary of the Oregon State Federation of 
Labor 
Vice president, Vince Cleaveland, manager of the Clark County PUD 
etary-treasurer, Elmer McClure, master of the Oregon State Grange 
Owen Hurd, representing the Northwest Public Power Association 
ert C. Ullman, representing the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon As- 
sociation 
e Board of directors is composed of the following: 
M. Weston, president of the Washington State Federation of Labor 
er F. MelIntire, secretary of the Idaho State Federation of Labor 
orge Brown, executive secretary of the Oregon State CIO Council 
Lars Nelson, master of the Washington State Grange 
ley Libby, president of the Oregon Farmers Union 
i Jolly, president of the Washington PUD Commissioners Association 
le Riddell, Southwest Washington PUD Commisisoners Association 
orge Lackmann, president of the Montana Rural Electric Association 
R. Armstrong, president of the Idaho Rural Electric Association 
yy Billingsley, Columbia River Development League 
rold Slater, secretary of the Washington State CIO 
orge Taylor, executive secretary of the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Can- 
nm Association 
Jolin Clark, president of the Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers Union 
Don Reed, Baker County Commercial Club 
James S$. Umber, president of the Montana State Federation of Labor 
Wooden, president of the Oregon Rural Electric Association 
George, vice president of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ation 
ess Bell, CIO 
Fretwell, chairman of the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells Canyon Asso- 
lation 


kK. Egan, International Union of Operating Engineers 
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William E. Riggs, International Brotherhood of Pulp Sulphite and Pape: 
Workers 

Ralph Ethier, Washington Rural Electric Association 

John O'Neill, Sheet Metal Workers International Association 

Charles J. Smith, United Steelworkers of America 

A. F. Hartung, president of the International Woodworkers of America, ( 


It has been estimated that the National Hells Canyon Association represent 
excess of 2.5 million people throughout the Pacific Northwest. 

The objectives of the association have received support from organiza 
representing many millions of people, such as: 


American Federation of Labor 

Congress of Industrial Organizations 

American Public Power Association 

National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 

United Automobile Workers, CIO 

Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers of America 
Operative Plasterers’ and Cement Masons’ International Association 
Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks 

Wood, Wire and Metal Lathers International Union 

International Union of Operating Engineers 

Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 

United Packinghouse Workers of America 

International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union 

International Hod Carriers and Common Laborers’ Union 
International Brotherhood of Paper Makers 

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 

United Steelworkers of America, CIO 

Sheet Metal Workers International Association 

Order of Railroad Telegraphers 

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 

United Cement, Lime and Gypsum Workers 

International Association of Machinists 

Order of Railway Conductors of America 

International Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Worke1 
International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers 
Cooperative League of the United States 

National Farmers Union 

California Water and Power Users Association 

Consumers Cooperative Association 

Farmers Union Central Exchange 

Pacific Supply Cooperative 

Midland Cooperatives, Inc. 

Missouri Farmers Association 


The purposes of the National Hells Canyon Association as set forth in the 
bylaws of the association are as follows: 

1. To encourage and promote the maximum development of the land and 
water resources of the Pacific Northwest. 

2. To further the first objective by encouraging and furthering the constr 
tion in the public interest of a high multipurpose dam at Hells Canyon on the 
Snake River. 

3. To protect the land and water resources of the Pacific Northwest from 
exploitation by private interests in a manner contrary to the public welfare 

4. To promote private enterprise by economic expansion through the full 
and orderly development, conservation, and utilization of the hydroelectri« 
resources of the Pacific Northwest for abundant low-cost power and other 
uses beneficial to the public welfare. 

5. To do everything necessary and proper, alone or with others, to achieve 
the foregoing objectives. 

The association has, in carrying out the purposes as above stated, attempted 
to tell the Hells Canyon story to people all over the Nation, and it has pro- 
vided the legal represenation in the public interest against the Idaho Power 
Co.’s application before the Federal Power Commission. 

The association rejects the assumption that the principle of Federal develop- 
ment of multipurpose dam sites has been abandoned. We believe that the 
operation of the present Federal system of multipurpose dams and transmission 
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us has served as a demonstration of how successfully a comprehensive 
in of integrated development can occur to the benefit of the people of the 
on and with private utilities sharing in those benefits. 
believe that the high Hells Canyon project is an important part of the 
prehensive plan for development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
Che Hells Canyon project has never been voted on by Congress on its merits. 
Ve urge this committee to report favoraby on Senate bill 1333. 


The following document was also filed by Mrs. Meriwether :) 


op USED IN ARRIVING AT THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE REPRESENTED BY THI 
NATIONAL HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


wing for duplication of representation by the constituent organizational 
bers of the association, it is estimated that in excess of 2.5 million people 
iwhout the Pacific Northwest—or 50 percent of the people of the region 
represented by NHCA. 
he figure was computed by first taking the membership figures of the con- 
tuent organizations of NHCA and the number of consumers served by con 
er-owned systems affiliated with the Northwest Public Power Association 
eliminating possible duplication of individuals by subtracting from the 
bership figures of the organizations that percentage of the population served 
sublic power systems. For instance, the Washington State Federation of 
has approximately 250,000 members affiliated with it. Since about 63 
ent of the power consumers in the State of Washington are served by utilities 
iated with the Northwest Public Power Association, only 37 percent of the 
ashington State Federation members were counted as unduplicated. Thus 
92,500 members of the Washington AFL were counted as unduplicated. In 
words, the method of computation sought to be as conservative as possible, 
ating duplication by reducing the representation of individual organiza- 
iy the number of persons served by Northwest Public Power Association 
ates. 
Since the consumers served by Northwest Public Power Association affiliates 
d members of the other constituent organizations of the National Hells Canyon 
ciation are, generally speaking, heads of families, it was regarded as reason 
to assume that each unduplicated individual counted in the total represented 
interests of an average size family, or 3.5 persons. 
lities affiliated with the Northwest Public Power Association have approxi- 
tely 630,000 consumer-owners in the Columbia Basin area of the 4 Northwest 
tates. This was the basic figure used in computing the total. Since 25 percent 
the power consumers in Oregon are served by utilities affiliated with the North- 
Public Power Association, only 75 percent of the members of the Oregon 
rganizations affiliated with the National Hells Canyon Association were counted 
as unduplicated. The same procedure was used for Washington, where 37 
ent of the members of the organizations were counted as unduplicated ; 
iho, Where 8&5 percent of the members of the organizations were counted as 
luplicated ; and Montana, where 80 percent of the members of the organiza- 
s were counted as unduplicated. 
rhe following figures indicate the method of computation: 


Percent un- 
duplicated by 
Total Northwest 
; Public Power 
Association 
represen- 
tation 


Adjusted 


Organizatio 
rganization total 


members 


AFL... f 135, 000 
n Grange , ; 22, 500 
Farmers Union 7 é | } f 3, 750 
mand Washington CIO__- ee | 75, 000 
ngton AFL : eae pane | 92, 500 
ington Grange__.________ gat keboe ; . 50, | é 18, 500 
AFL Soa 7 in . . 15, 300 
Montana Mine, Mill nies a hiscenihiiakelnced 3, | 2, 550 
tana AFL eS ate celts , , 16, 000 


381, 100 
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Since the 630,000 consumers represented by Northwest Public Power A 
tion and the 381,000 unduplicated individuals represented by constituent 
bers of the National Hells Canyon Association are assumed to be he; 
families, then the economic interests of the number of persons so repre 
aggregates 353S,S50 persons The total number of persons represented ¢ 
by the Northwest Public Power Association and all the constituent organizat 
of the National Hells Canyon Association aggregate 1,356,000. No matter \ 
of the statistical procedures is used, it is apparent that the interests of bet 
1,336,000 persons and 3,485,300 persons are represented by organizations di 
affiliated with the National Hells Canyon Association, making the 2,500,000 ¢ 
a very conservative median total 


(Statement of M. FE. Steele, president, Joint Council of Tea 
No, 37, filed by Mrs. Meriwether :) 


Organized labor in Oregon, represented by nearly 200,000 workers, long ha 
ported the basic principle of public power as the foundation for comprehe 
development of the Columbia River system. Today Hells Canvon Dam h 
come a symbol of the long-established plans for continued comprehensive ad 
opment of our region and the membership of the teamsters unions in Ors 
wishes to go on record in support of the measures in Congress calling for Fed: 
construction of a high Federal dam in the gorge of the Snake. 

Labor has a heavy stake in the healthy and rapid growth of Northwest ind 
try, now and in the future. From our point of view the puny approach to regi 
development represented by the much advertised “partnership” program 
the loss of thousands of jobs and payrolls which are the lifeblood of any eeor 
Hells Canyon Dam will add a large block of 1,124,000 kilowatts of firm po 
to the Northwest Power supply and it will be available, as Senator Wayne M 
has pointed out, “every hours of the day, every day of the year.” 

Oregon labor has watched with concern the current shift of industry t 
British Columbia and it is fully aware that Canada is now taking steps to de 
velop the upper reaches of the Columbia River to produce a tremendous 5,209,000 
kilowatts of power for British Columbia consumption and for American firms 
looking north to a dependable source of cheap power. 

It wasn’t so many years ago that the same opponents of Federal dams wer 
referring to Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams as “white elephants” th 
would be as useless as the “pyramids of Egypt.” Time has proved these crit 
wrong and labor believes that if the concept of regional development represented 
by Hells Canyon is sacrificed to the destructive approach of absentee p 
lords then we shall all live to regret it. 

I should like to recall for this committee the words of Dr. Paul J. Raver, once 
the Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administration in the days before it 
was reduced to a meter-reading agency. In 1945 Dr. Raver told an editoria 
representative of the teamsters: 

“To me the point that dramatizes the plans for development of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries is the estimate that it is possible to develop economical] 
52 million kilowatts of electrical energy.” 

“This,” he said, “is equal to about 300 billion kilowatt-hours of energy a yeal 
more electricity than is being generated today by all private and publicly owned 
electrical utilities in the United States. To harness that kind of enerey is lik 
discovering a great new coal mine, a tremendous source of energy which 01 
harnessed by dams, generators, and transmission lines is continuous, eter: 
What you would be harnessing is an inexhaustible energy cycle of the sun al 
putting it to work for development of wealth and human happiness.” 

I offer you Dr. Raver'’s words because in these days of controversy over tht 
approach to the power issue we forget that the people’s interest should comé 
before the interests of the Idaho Power Co., which holds its meetings in Maine 
and has no actual grassroots in the area it claims it wants to serve. 

It is also significant that in the Oregonian of Tuesday morning, April 5, is al 
advertisement of the United States Steel Corp. showing a picture of Hoover 
Dam which rises 727 feet—onlv a few feet higher than would Hells Canyon 
from the floor of the Colorado River. 

“Mighty Hoover Dam forces the Colorado River to provide a reliable, unvary 
ing supply of water and power to 8 million people in a 3-State area, said the 
United States Steel Co. in singing the praises of this great dam built by the 
Federal Government. Senator Morse has pointed out that a high dam at Hells 
Canyon will serve 4 million people in a 392,451 square mile area of the Northwes! 
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out it the United States would consign 13 percent of its land area and over 
recent of its water resources to incomplete, haphazard underdevelopment, 
Morse. Our people support him in this view.” 
is not my intention to add to the bulk of the testimony to come before this 
iittee too much detail on the engineering arguments favoring Federal con 
tion of Hells Canyon Dam. Labor, in brief, regards it as vital because its 
efits to the worker would be so much greater than the low-dam approach 
ised by the Idaho Power Co. I think it is also significant that this company 
iltered its own plans many times over the years and made no real move to 
uct facilities here until the giant shadow of Hells Canyon Dam fell across 
ath. 
uring the war years one-third of the Nation’s annual aluminum output, more 
twice as much as the whole country produced in 1939, was turned out by 
ibia River power. The same public power made it possible for the region 
roduce one-twelfth of the Nation’s magnesium and a large share of its 
es, Ships, and war weapons. Without public power it is possible that produe 
of the atomic bomb might have been greatly slowed. 

Labor has taken more than a casual interest in the Hells Canyon issue since 

resent administration made it clear that it is trying to scuttle public power 

Oregon and elsewhere, The Hells Canyon Dam would make it possible to 

velop the nearly 8 billion tons of phosphate reserves adjacent to Hells Canyon. 

figure represents the bulk of the United States total phosphate reserves of 
ind 15 billion tons. 

‘he Willamette Valley of Oregon requires the fertilizers that could be produced 
his area just as does other great areas of the West because our soil is largely 
cient in phosphates. Only an ample supply of electrical power can sustain 
electric furnace method needed to efficiently manufacture fertilizer for our 
s and chemicals for defense. Hells Canyon Dam would produce that power 
on today is paying high freight rates for the import of fertilizers which 
| be produced near at hand, resulting in the creation of a new industry and 
employment of many workers. 

\ high dam at Hells Canyon would provide a vast new supply of firm power 

ts benefits would be felt at Bonneville and even Grand Coulee where more 

»wer would be produced without addition of new generators. It is estimated 

Bonneville alone would produce 24,000 kilowatts of new generation, about 

f the output of 1 generator. 

Only recently the Stanford Research Bureau has estimated that the aluminum 

lustry in the Northwest has provided jobs affecting some 85,000 persons. I 
say “affecting” because the industry, I am informed, provides actual jobs for 

und 27,000 persons. Only recently it was shown that the light metals indus- 
n Portland employs more persons than any other single industry—including 
bering and sawmills, once the area’s chief industry. This is another illus- 
tion of the growing importance of electricity, chiefly routed through aluminum 

duetion, in this region. 

Most important, from the viewpoint of labor, is the fact that continuation of 

» public power program through such dams as Hells Canyon would also con- 

ue to bring the benefits of low-cost power to farm, home, and factory in 

Oregon and the Northwest generally. 

\t the present time in Oregon the home and farm rate for electricity is 1.25 
ts a kilowatt-hour on the average. The industrial rate is much cheaper 

bout 1 cent. 

In the New England States, which do not have the benefits of low-cost publie 
wwer, the farm and home rate is 4.9 cents a kilowatt-hour while large industry 
iys 2.2 cents and the small light and power plants pay 6 cents a kilowatt-hour 
r less than 50 kilowatts of demand. 

Labor regards the low power rate existing in the Northwest as vital to its 

nomy. It is a region which suffers from three principle problems which 
ust he overcome before its potential greatness as a producing region can be 
ttained: 

These are lack of population for markets, lack of factual knowledge about 
e raw materials the area possesses and the archaic freight-rate structure now 
orking to the disadvantage of western development. 

Labor considers the Hells Canyon dam as vital to the orderly development 
a great region. Should it lose out to the low-kilowatt dams of the Fdaho 
Power Co., the drift of industry north to Canada will only be accelerated and 
the unemployment now gripping the area will be intensified. 
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(Statement of Al. E. Brown, fourth vice president and weste 
rector International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, filed by \ 
Meriwether. ) 


Power is vital to paper production, and paper production is an essential | 
of the economy of the Pacific Northwest. This fact explains the general conce: 
of the International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, AFL, with the generatio 
cheap and abundant electric power. We believe this can best be accomplis 
by the Federal Government in areas like the Columbia River Valley, and 
is why our organization, representing 75,000 paper-mill workers in the U1 
States and Canada, has consistently supported Federal construction of 
Hells Canyon Dam, and has opposed the efforts of the Idaho Power & Lig! 
to build a series of low dams on the Snake River. 

We are conscious that the decision made in this matter will vitally effe 
paper industry workers in this country, not only in the Pacific Nort 
Abundant, cheap power means lower production costs in the paper industry 
that means more jobs and increased purchasing power. 

Even more important, however, is the advantage to consumers of a 
electric bill each month. This is a point which every housewife can appre 
No matter how great an advantage public power is to certain producers, lik: 
paper companies, it must also be advantageous to the great mass of consume: 
it is to warrant wide public support. 

Public power certainly meets these tests. Estimates by Government engi 
show wholesale costs of public power fromm Hells Canyon to be half of that 
privately produced power. This savings will be felt eventually in the hi 
as well as in the mines and factories of this whole region. 

Furthermore, the development of public power, which our union so 
backs, can mean similar advantages in other regions of our country 
members in the South, served by the TVA and the Southwestern Power Ad 
istration, are personally familiar with these benefits. Other members in th: 
East are striving to get advantages of public power, through the Niagara power 
project and others. They are watching hopefully for public power developmen 
of Hells Canyon. All of these arguments speak loudly for public development « 
these natural resources which belong to all the people, big and small. We wou 
like to thank the committee for setting up these public hearings out here to ¢ 
us a chance to tell how we feel about the Hells Canyon Dam. We urge this cor 
mittee and our National Congress to “promote the general welfare” of the country 
by approving Federal construction of Hells Canyon Dam without delay 


(Statement of Lloyd B. Dysart, attorney at law, Centralia, Wash., 
filed by Mrs.“Meriwether :) 


My dear Senator Anderson, Centralia, Wash. (population 8,830), is proud 
of the fact that she is one of the first cities in the United States to acquire 
1895) her own municipally owned lighting system. The citizens of this co! 
munity are overwhelmingly in favor of public power. 

We are fully cognizant of the importance to the entire Pacific Northwest, a! 
to our Nation, of the construction by the Federal Government of a high, multiple 
purpose dam at Hells Canyon. We strongly urge the support of your committee 
for Senate bill No. 1333. 

We would respectfully call to the attention of your committee the words of 
our late President, Theodore Roosevelt, when in his veto message of the Rainy 
River bill, in 1908, he said: 

“This natural wealth is the heritage of the people. * * * We are now at the 
beginning of great development in waterpower. Its use through electrical trans- 
mission is entering more and more largely into every element of the daily life 
of the people.” 

Also, when in 1908, in transmitting the report of the Inland Waterways Com- 
mission to the Congress, he said: 

“Every stream should be used to its utmost. No stream can be so used 
unless such use is planned for in advance. When such plans are made we shall 
find that, instead of interfering, one use can be made to assist another. Hach 
river system, from its headwaters in the forests to its mouth on the coast, is a 
single unit and should be treated as such.” [Italic ours.] 

We would further respectfully call the attention of your committee to the 
words of our late President, William Howard Taft, who, in his veto message 
of the White River bill, in 1912, said: 
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lo introduce a diversity of title into a series of dams which may all become 
ntually a part of a single improvement directed to the same end would, 
my opinion, be highly objectionable.” 
iter, President Taft, in his veto message of the Coosa River bill pointed out 
the bill presented— 

A typical case of a river where its development by the Federal Government 
navigation should go hand in hand with its development for waterpower.” 
Ve believe, as did our beloved ‘““Teddy” Roosevelt, that the Columbia River 
em, from its source to its mouth, should be developed as a single unit, and 

ncludes its important tributary, the Snake, 
Ve believe, as did President Taft, that the introduction by the Idaho Power 
if a diversity of title in a series of dams being constructed by the Federal 
ernment would be highly objectionable. 


Statement of Hon. Walter J. Pearson, Oregon State representative, 


«1 by Mrs. Meriwether. ) 


Gentlemen, I am definitely opposed to private power companies building any 
ms on the Columbia River and its tributaries. Particularly I am opposed to 
construction of the Hells Canyon Dam by the Idaho Power Co. I am 
e this view is also concurred in by a majority of the people in the counties 
dering upon the Columbia River. We have enough trouble now in controlling 
river due to the fact that the Army engineers control some of the dams and 
he Department of the Interior some of the others without bringing in private 
ities, 
might point out to this committee that in 1947 the Idaho Power Co. put 
a big campaign to repeal Oregon’s present law which would allow Oregon to 
demn the dam if they were to build it. This passed the house and the senate 
was vetoed by the Governor and the law has not been changed. Therefore, 
e Idaho Power Co. is no better position today to build these dams than they 
ere in 1947. It is my personal opinion that their proposition to build the dam 
ust a lot of talk to stall off the building of the dams by the Federal Gov- 
nment. I would say this, however, that in my opinion Hells Canyon Dam 
uuld control the entire river system whether it would be built as a high dam 
in three progressive dams and if it is to be built by a private utiilty, such 
s the Idaho Power Co., the Federal Government would lose control of the rest 
the river, and I am unalterably opposed to the construction of any dams by 
rivate utilities on the Columbia River and its tributaries. 


(The petitions referred to by Mrs. Meriwether appear in that por- 
tion of the transcript consisting of the exhibits. ) 

Senator Nrupercer. The next witness for the proponents is State 
Senator Joseph K. Carson, Jr., of Multnomah County, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH K. CARSON, JR., STATE SENATOR 
FROM MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREG. 


Senator Carson, Jr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the 
following statement which I am about to read has been prepared on 
assumption and 1 in the belief that the nestors of the opposition toa 
high dam in Hells Canyon are the Idaho Power Co. and its affiliates 
nd its sympathizers because no suggestion has been made that the 
‘ederal Government construct any sort of a dam, high or low, at this 
rea, 
J appear in opposition to the application of the Idaho Power Co. « 
iat of any private interests to build a dam or dams on the Snake River 
| that part which is known as Hells Canyon. My reasons are: 
The Snake River and its hydroelectric power potential belong to 
ill of the people. To allow private interests to acquire that national 
sset and hold it in perpetuity is not warranted in good morals or good 


ense 
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2. 7 allow private interests to preempt, with congressional] 
proval,-this public property without compensation would be a g 
away in fact, not in fancy. Those who generate and sell ele 
energy where waterpower is - available must pay for the coal, oil, 
or gas which energizes their facilities. Falling water performs t] 
same function. 

Claim is made that the cost of dams is oreat and that. therefor 

he free use of water is offset by the added investment. Such a cl 

is fallacious. Those who must buy coal, oil, or gas must do so fo: 
all foreseeable future. Those who get the free use of water enjo\ 
that privilege for all time. 

1. Substantially the same interests who derided the building 
Bonneville and Grand Coulee as folly and referred to them as “dan 
of doubt” and “white elephants” now wish to invest their “soft 
dollars gained in lush wartimes in a commodity which will always 
be in demand. Such would thereby enable them to realize profits f¢ 
generations to come upon the investment of such soft money, trans 
muted into hard money, by virtue of the nature of their investment. 

The private interests which now wish to invest in dams on publi 
wien rty made no attempt to do this until the public built dams and 
created the market for power. Hence, summed up, it means that not 
until the public made the investment which proved that a market 
for power did exist, were these interests who are now seeking the use 
of the Snake River water, willing to take a chance. Now that a risk n 
longer exists they want to get into the business in a big way and 
obtain for nothing a great natural resource. 

6. Proponents of the application of the Idaho Power Co. will harp 
on private enterprise. Some of us remember when these same people, 
or their financial kind, these rugged individualists, these financial 
geniuses, went to Washington for RFC loans and for Government 
guaranty of mortgage loans and other financial favors in many cases 
They have used public money or underwriting to make the money 
they now want to use to acquire for all time that which is a heritag 
of our people. 

7. I am for a high dam in Hells Canyon, one that will produce 
the definitive potential of power, financed by the people, and owned 
by them. 

Why not a regional corporation, federally incorporated, to build 
dams on our great streams? Such a corporation would be a public 
one which could borrow funds from private investors. Investment i1 
such a corporation would be avidly sought by the lending public. 

Finally, Hells Canyon is probably the last of the truly great 
hydroelectric projects in our country which remains undeveloped. 
It can and should be developed for all the people on a scale which 
will return the ultimate in the growth and prosperity of our Nation. 
There are very ancient injunctions against coveting that which be 
longs to others. That goes for publicly owned hydroelectric sites as 
well as one’s neighbor’s ass. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Senator Carson. The next witness 
for the proponents is Mr. James DeShasers, of the Columbia Basin 
Plasties Co. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES DeSHASERS, COLUMBIA BASIN PLASTICS CO. 


Mr. DeSuasers. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, m) 
ime is James DeSuasers, and I am president of the Columbia Basin 
Plastics Co. In view of everything that’s been said this morning, 
there isn’t a great deal I can amplify, except the position of power 
relationship to business. 

We operate a plastics-molding firm and we are large users of power 

relationship to the value of the goods we put out, and if we had to 
pay the price that the Pacific Power & Light Co. or its predecessor 
company, Northwestern Electric, was charging for power prior to the 
erection of Bonneville Dam, I doubt if we could operate in this area 

conomically and profitably. We have to produce a product that is 
lose to centers of markets. Out in the State of Oregon here we have 
got less than 1 percent of the Nation’s market to sell our products 

» here on a local basis, so the net result of it is we have to ship it out 
of the State. 

We do well over 90 percent of our business out of the State of Ore- 
von and we have to, in many instances, sell our products on a delivered 
basis. The ony advantage that we have of operating in the State of 
Oregon over, say a comparable manufacturing plant in Illinois or 

ny place that you would name back East, is the fact that we do have 
little bit cheaper power out here. Now, we are not a direct buyer of 
power from the Bonneville Power Administration but by Bonneville 
roducing power at cheaper rates, its force down the rates of the public 
tilities here to a point of where we can get by. Maybe if we grow 
th the area and prosper, we would eventually get big enough to 
buy direct from Bonneville like these other 35 or 40 direct companies 
hat buy directly from the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Now our interest in the Hells Canyon is just this. The private-power 
boys, the oracles that they are supposed to be were calling the Bonne- 

ville power project a white elephant and a lot of other names that 

-ohelill won’t bear repeating here, and now its been in operation 
for a good many years. It’s well ahead of schedule as you have heard 
from many other witnesses here and it is a profitable venture. Their 
figures have been largely quoted—TI have received them at my business 
down there asking my support of the other side of the fence, and those 
figures have been quoted up here and it’s about the same sort of figure 
that was quoted to offset the erection of the Bonneville Dam and 
Grand eee Dam and all the others. 

Now, I did, prior to this last election, make a thorough study, not 
only of our Oregon power but of outside power consumption to find 
out just what partnership power was seine to do and the closest that 
we ‘could arrive at a figure that we would have to pay for power would 
be 33 percent more than we are paying now, and that was an optimistic 
figure. So that the partnership aspect of it isn’t the answer to it 
either. 

One of the statements was made, I don’t know, I am not personally 

aven’t checked this, but was made off the record that the partnership 

ower is a very sweet deal for the power companies because they bor- 
ow the money that they invest in it at a and are allowed to 


charge rates predicated on 6 percent inka rest. Ud like to be in this 
nd of a business. 
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And in regard to the Hells Canyon Dam up here, that is—as a pa 
nership, that’s an out and out case of the power company putting 
three dams up there that don’t even start to utilize the nobential of 
that area. I don’t know how many of you have ever been up to Hel 
Canyon, I have, and even a 600- foot dam is going to look like a pig 
when they get it down in the bottom. 

Now, if they can produce the power at a price that they say t] 
ean, I find that there is a strange similarity between the cost of 
power that is created at these three dams that the Idaho Power is sug 
gesting for Hells Canyon site, and the dam that was put in on 
Lewis River by the predecessor of Pacific Power & Light, Northw: 
ern Electric Co. They might have produced it at that rate, but 1 
certs ainly never passe 1 those rates on to anybody, so if we are going to 
have any prosperity in this State here, we have got to get basic mat 
ufacturers in this area at a price they can afford to pay for power. We 
have lost sawmills; we have lost industry all over the State and we 
have got nothing to replace it and vou cannot have an economy of thi 
State that is founded on distributors running branch warehouses a 
that sort of thing, you have got to be a basic producer. 

Sixty percent of the timber resources of this State are depleted or 
else they’re moving so close to the southern Oregon border that the 
trade and prosperity that derives from them gravitates to San Fra 
cisco rather than to Portland, so if we are going to enjoy the prosperity 
that I see as a citizen and not as an officer of the company that I repr 
sent, want this State to enjoy, we have got to get some basic indus 
triesin it. Wecannot have the philosophy that was expounded by t! 
former Senator Cordon when he said he couldn’t see running a sioner r 
line up to The Dalles from Bonneville because there wasn’t enough 
men utilized up there to justify the amount of power they would use 
and every man that is working in a basic industry producing a product 
that is sold out of the State, supports seven men in other outside sery 
ice industries, your service stations, your bakers, and so on down th¢ 
line until the results of his dollar are finally dissipated through taxes 
savings and things like that. 

In view of the fact that Oregon has lost 200 basic manufacturers that 
brought wealth into the State in the last 5 years, that is a net loss, that 
is not a gain, and other States like California because of their high 
market area and many of your Eastern States because of aggressive 
financing activities of various communities, things like that, have 
brought those areas in, we have got to have a starting point here some 
place to build up this area and if you can’t do it with power, frankly 
I don’t know what other asset that we have got to bring businesses into 
this area. Just go down the list here, we “have got your aluminum, 
your elec trochemic ‘als, you have got a lot of other big power users and 
95 percent of the products that they produce is sold out of the State, 
the money is brought back here and distributed, and that is the only 
hope that this State has ever got of balancing its budget. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. The proponents of 
the bill have 5 minutes left in this sequence of time and the next wit 
ness is State Senator Monroe Sweetland, of the Oregon Legislature, 
who represents Clackamas County. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. MONROE SWEETLAND, OREGON STATE 
SENATOR FROM CLACKAMAS COUNTY 


senator Monrogk SweetLaNnp. Mr. Chairman, members of the com- 
tee, my name is Monroe Sweetland, I publish the Milwaukie Re- 
.a weekly newspaper. I represent Clackamas County as Oregon 
te senator. Iam Democratic national committeeman for Oregon, 
ted in 1948 and relected in 1952. I am familiar with Oregon’s 
wer problems over a period of about 20 years of active participation 
the government of our State. 
n two elections the people of Oregon have given their emphatic 
orsement to the concept of full development of the great Hells 
von resource. Since the declared purpose of the visit “of this dis- 
tished committee to the Northwest is to plumb the actual senti- 
t of the people themselves, my testimony will concern itself ex- 
ively with the solid evidence from two elections indicating the 
timent of Oregon’s people. 

lhe Hells Canyon battle first became a focus of statewide attention 

1047 when the legislature passed the famous senate bill 99, by which 

egon would have given up certain rights reserved to our State in 

Hells Canyon site on the Snake River. When this matter was 
bmitted to the voters, a terrific and expensive campaign was con 
icted by the private utilities to persuade the people of Oregon to 
mndon the rights theretofore reserved. ‘The Oregon State Grange, 

e Oregon Farmers Union, and organized labor fought this move 

vorously by circulating petitions and forcing a referendum on senate 

1 99. The people, in the 1948 presidential election, defeated the 
roposal by a vote of “yes,” 173,004, to 242,100 “no’s.” In spite of 
promises of quick power through the Idaho Power Co. dams at the 
xbow on the Snake River, this scheme was defeated by 35 of Oregon’s 

ounties. A tremendous educational job on the significance of Hells 
invon Dam to the future of Columbia River development was ac 

mplished during this campaign. The impact of this education: i 
xperience accounts in large measure for the subsequent sustained in- 

rest in full development of Hells Canyon on the part of Oregon’s 
oters. 

Mr. Campbell, I wonder if you and Mr. Daldon would bring the 

sp play on to the platform. 1 understand that State Master of the 

nge, Mr. McClure, made reference this morning to senate bill 99 

nd the battle in 1947 and 1946 when Hells Canyon became an issue 

miliar with the people of Oregon. At that time, you remember, 

e legislature passed a bill at the request of the Idaho Power Co. which 
vas then repudiated by referendum in the 1948 election. 

| have facsimilies of this chart, at least a couple of them, before the 
committee and one copy will be left with the clerk. 

Members of Congress must wonder how voters of the Northwest 
ould be expected to have a considered opinion on these power prob- 
lems which involved intricate details of engineering, rate fixing, dis- 
tribution, and amortization problems, particularly with respect to 

e Hells Canyon Dam proposal. I want to impress upon your com- 
ittee, and I hope you will make this point to the other Members of 
Congress, that over a period of 40 years the people of Idaho and Ore- 
con and Washington have been living with these problems. When the 
pe peop le voted, rejected the Idaho Power Co.’s proposal in 1948, in 35 
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of Oregon’s 36 counties, there began the history of this Hells Ca 
issue so far as the rank and file farm and family people of our Stat 
concerned. 

But the second referendum on Hells Canyon came in Novembe: 
of last year, when the issue was squarely joined between State Senator 
Richard L. Neuberger and the incumbent United States Senator Guy 
Cordon. Senator Neuberger made the high Federal dam at Hells 
Canyon his No. 1 pledge to the people of Oregon. A study of news 
paper reports of the campaign would, I believe, clearly reflect this 
fact. President Eisenhower made one of his few campaign appear 
ances at Pendleton, Oreg., for the joint purpose of dedicating McNary 
Dam and blessing the candidacy of his friend, Senator Cordon. Many 
observers felt that the President’s proprivate power pitch on the eve 
of the election would insure Senator Cordon’s reelection. Secretary 
McKay likewise made several appearances in his home State to dis 
credit the Neuberger pro-Hells Canyon campaign, and to assist Sen 
ator Cordon. 

The election returns could hardly have been more dramatic to 
emphasize that Hells Canyon and ¢ ‘olumbia River development was 
the principal issue of the campaign. I am displaying here a map 
whic h shows that in winning, Senator Neuberger carried 10 of Ore 
gon’s 36 counties. Nine of these 10 counties are strung along the 
course of the Snake River and the Columbia Rivers, from Hells 
Canyon to Astoria on the Pacific Ocean. Three of these counties have 
Republican registration majorities. One of the counties which voted 
decisively for Senator Neuberger was Umatilla County, a tradition- 
ally Republican area where President Eisenhower had spoken only 
a few weeks before. It was apparent to all observers that the river 
counties where Hells Canyon was uppermost in people’s minds were 
the counties that gave Senator Neuberger his majorities as the first 
Democratic candidate to be elected from Oregon in 40 years. 

In the First and Second Oregon Congressional Districts, the Re- 
public an candidates for Congress avoided commitments on the Hells 
Canyon question, and many independent voters were uncertain as to 
where they stood. Inthe Third Congressional District, however, there 
was a sharp difference between candidate McCall and his opponent 
Edith S. Green. Mrs. Green was an unqualified Hells Canyon advo- 
cate, and was elected by a decisive majority, the first Democrat from 
the Third Congressional District in 16 years. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize again that. Hells Canyon was 
clearly the decisive issue, not partisan politics. Republicans lead in 
registrations in Oregon by a small margin but registered Republicans 
outvoted registered Democrats last November by a decisive margin 
of approximately 10 percent. That meant that in the State of Oregon. 
somewhere around 40,000 registered Republicans more, voted for Sen- 
ator Neuberger over the much smaller number of registered Democrats 
who crossed party lines to support his opponent. Members of the 
committee should know that 18 of Oregon’s 36 counties have Demo- 
cratic majorities in registration, and yet in the year of Democratic 
victory, Senator 1 Neuberger carried only 7 of those 18 Democratic 
counties, 6 of which were along the Snake and Columbia Rivers. 
Three of the river counties which Senator Neuberger carried had 
Republican majorities, and he carried no counties elsewhere which 
hada Republican registration lead. 
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ie elections of 1948 and 1954, therefore, were clear-cut mandates 
y ederal construction at Hells Canyon. When Members of Con- 
ess ask what evidence there is that the voters of Oregon know 
e they stand and what they are doing, in this complic ‘ated field, 
ye that you will present them with these solid facts, through 
ch the political moorings and traditions of one of the most roc k- 
ribbed Republican States were uprooted in 1954, by united opinion 
of those of all political persuasions who favor full development, of 
the Columbia and development in full. 

Senator DworsHak. One question please. Senator Sweetland, you 
eferred to 2 of the congressional contests in your State in 1954 
elections. I do not think you referred to the congressional contest 

veen Mr. Ullman and Representative Coon. Don’t you consider 
that that in any way was a reflection of thinking on this problem? 

Senator SwretLanp. I think the fact that Mr. Ullman came the 
losest to being elected of any Democrat in that district in many years 

in indication that people suspected that Congressman Coon 
is unfriendly to the high dam at Hells Canyon. However, I think 
you will search the record of the e: ampaign in vain to find any definite 
ommitment on the part of Congressman Coon. I think that he 
voided making it a clear cut issue. It is notable, however, that the 
hree counties in the Hells Canyon country, where both the candidates 
for Congress in that district live, and where unquestionably this issue 
uppermost in the people’s minds, were carried by an over- 
elming majority by Mr. Ullman, the Democratic candidate. In 
the county of Baker ‘where they both live and which Congressman 
Coon carried 2 years ago, this time Mr. U mi carried that county 
the vote of 2,600 for Mr. Ullman and only 1,500 for Congressman 
Coon, a very dramatic indication of how decisive opinion wi is in that 
unty. I think, however that in the Second District, and it’s a huge 
ict, the people were never clear in their minds because of Con- 
rressman Coon’s evasion of a clear cut statement on the Hells Canyon 
sue. Ithank you for asking about that. 
Senator Nevusercer. Thank you, Senator Sweetland. The oppo- 
ts of Senate bill 1333 now will have half an hour, which will go to 
) so that they have equal time. 

I'd like to ask the coordinator for the opponents one thing. Should 
| take the names in sequence or do you want the four Oregon legis- 

rs whom you have specified for 2:30 p. m. ? 

Opposttion Coorprnator. They will come on in sequence. 

Senator Nreupercer. At the end of your list ? 

CoorprnaTor. Right now. 

nator Neusercer. You want them now. The first one now, 
next half hour for the opponents will be State Senator Joh 
‘ifield of Multnomah County. 


0 
| 


1TEMENT OF HON. JOHN MERRIFIELD, OREGON STATE SENATOR 
FROM MULTNOMAH COUNTY 


Senator Merrirretp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, try 
me is John Merrifield. I reside in the city of Portland where I am 
resident of the Insurance Company of Oregon. At the present time, 
[ am serving as one of the senators from Multnomah County in the 


onan “ 
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current session of the Oregon State Legislature, being chairman of th, 
education committee and vice chairman of the ways and means com. 
mittee of the Sen: ute. 

Duri ing the past 3 years since mye lection to the Senate of the Stat 
of Oregon, I have taken a very active interest in the financial affairs 
of our State, particularly after service in the 1953 session on the ways 
and means committee. I was sponsor of the bill in the 1953 session 
which created the Oregon Development Commission, the State agi 
set up to encourage new industry to the various communities « 
State. I believe this past record indicates something of my 
ground and interest in attr: wcting new industries and jobs to ( reg 

No one, familiar with the affairs of this far corner of the 1 
States, needs to be reminded that we have ag and are, the f: 
vrowing section of the country. Our growth in population an 
dustry has been one of the phenomenon “of the p: a 50 years. But 
should be reminded occasionally that we must continue an ori 
program of development in every field of endeavor if we are t 
tinue this growth and provide the jobs to care for this rapidly 
panding popul: ition. On the wall of the Senate education comn 
room in Sale om, we can point toaec hart which gives some ide; i 
magnitude of the task facing us in providing jobs if we are to 
our young people gainfully employed in our own State. There I 

how you a chart which points ; graphically to the fact that each y« 

between now and 1960 we will have an additional 20,000 childr 
Oregon schools. And, a proportional increase may be expecte: 
come out ot our high schools and colleges to enter the labor market 
competition for jobs and gainful employment. 

I have purposely used a comparison of the year 1960 because it 
lready been fore ast that unless some new starts are made in 
liek | of hydroelectric development, we may expect a serious po 

shortage in that year and subsequent years to follow. That is w! 

so apparent that we must achieve some unity of thinking in ow 
approach to this proble m of power development if the necessary kilo- 

watts are to be waiting to make jobs for these young people as they 

come out into the wot seeking employment ‘under our Americal 

system of free enterprise. We obvious ly cannot aninane the wran 
eling that has eaacaanae the argument of Public v. Private Pow 
and assure ourselves of the necessary kilowatts to a this job done 
and done quickly. 

To my way of thinking, we have no place in this picture of North- 
west power produce tion bec ‘ause of obstructionists on either side of the 
question. Those who are committed to a policy of Federal pepe 
nent development or nothing, are doing a disservice to the people of 
the Northwest if they adopt a blind, unyielding attitude toward any 
other kind of development. Today we need action more than we n eed 
words, and we need kilowatts prior to 1960, not conversational kilo- 

watts with a particular brand stamped on them. 

I do not pretend to be an engineer or an economist. I am not a 
lawyer, accountant, reclamation specialist, or an expert in flood con- 
trol or navigation. But when I am faced with specialized problems 
in my business or in affairs of the State of Oregon in my duties in the 
senate, I always look to specialists who can answer my problems on 
technical matters. 
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High officials of our Government, including the Secretary of the 
Interior, who formerly was the Governor of our St: ite, and even Pres- 
t Eisenhower, have stated that everyone must join hands, both 
lie and private sources, to meet this mounting power need in the 
These men have publicly stated that the matter of the develop- 
of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River is now in the 
ds of the one governmental agency constituted by Congress to 
der this matter and return a verdict as to whether we should 
oceed with plans for a single high dam or allow the Idaho Power Co. 
proceed with their program which propane kilowatts within the 
xt 38 months, once permission is given for construction to get 
underway. 
very day in the week during our deliberations on various commit- 
in the State capitol at Salem, we call on experts from the various 
urtments of Government for technical information to assist us in 
ine the best decisions for the best interest of all the people of 
Oregon. I am interested first of all in this matter of getting power 
to provide jobs for our people and to provide the best possible devel- 
opment of the Snake River in the Hells C anyon area. I am perfectly 
y to abide by the deci ision of the Federal Power Commission. 
ts experts in every field touching the program, for either public 
vate development. 
would seem to me that any fair-minded individual, either in or 
government, unless he is an expert on every phase of this devel 
nt program, would be similarly willing to abide by such a 


Ol. 


simply boils down to the consideration of which plan will best 


rve the public interest of the people of the United States and of the 
Northwest. We cannot afford to permit obstructionists on 
r side of the picture. We need kilowatts and not political con- 
ition if we are to keep Oregon and the Pacific Northwest as a 
owing and healthy region. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Senator Merrifield. The next wit- 
ness will be State Senator Lowell Steen, who represents Umatilla 
County in the Oregon State Legislature. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. LOWELL STEEN, OREGON STATE SENATOR 
FROM UMATILLA COUNTY 


Senator Srren. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
1S Lowell Steen and I operate a ranc h near Milton, Oreg., and am also 
vice president of the Umatilla Canning Co. at Milton, Oreg. Iam also 
currently serving in the Oregon State Legislature as the senator from 
Umatilla County. 

ane because my area of the State has been mentioned here some- 

iat, I would like to depart from my text long enough to say that 
we ibly, it is like when I used to fly an airplane. I used to, I remem- 
ber, always worry about a poor landing. An instructor once told me 
that any Janding you can walk away from is a good one, so I’d say 
that any election 1 th: at you win isa good election. But I would also like 
to point out that this great decisive race in 1954, with all due respect 
to our chairman, was a matter of 1 or 2 votes in each precinct of the 
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State of Oregon, and it might leave our minds open as to whether o; 
not there was an overwhelming decision made one way or the other 
on any particular question at that time. 

I also would like to contest somewhat the statement of a previous 
witness to the effect that the people in the Second Congressional Dis- 
trict were not aware of the issues when we were electing a Congress- 
man. I question that a great deal. I think that a careful analysis vf 
newspaper reports will indicate that Congressman Coon many, many 
times publicly, and was quoted in the papers as saying that he would 
support that decision which was finally reached by the Federal Power 
Commission. And I think even more frequently it was clearly stated 
that his opponent felt that the high dam in Hells Canyon was the only 
solution. I would like to have that for the record. , 

Because of my diverse interests in agriculture, industry, and gov- 
ernment already outlined, I am very much interested in the future 
development of the hydroelectric capacity of the streams of the Co- 
lumbia Basin. Certainly it is apparent to even the most casual ob- 
server, as well as the seasoned student and expert, that we must have 
some new starts on power development projects if our area and region 
is to move forward economically in the next few years. 

The late President Franklin D. Roosevelt often stated that the posi- 
tion of the Federal Government in the electric power business was to 
establish a yardstick on rates for electric service. It is my belief that 
this yardstick has been established and that today, with the aid of 
Federal and State regul: atory bodies, that we are receiving excellent 
electric service at rates that are fair and equitable. It is my belief 
that if this yardstick has been established that we should m: ake every 
effort to encourage free enterprise, represented by the private electric 
utilities, to do the job of sh nt if they are capable of doing 
that job and still serve the best interests of the public all over the Na- 
tion, as well : as in the areas served. 

he Oregon State Legislature is currently wrestling with what is 
probably the largest budget for State services ever faced by a similar 
body. We also are facing a $59 million deficit which must be over 
come by new taxes to raise the revenue necessary to meet a balanced 
budget. The people of my area are justly concerned over the pos- 
sibility that one aoe will be the imposition of a State property 
tax, to be added to local, county, and school property taxes already 
assuming confiscatory proportions in most of our local units of gov- 
ernment. 

We are faced with the possibility of a State property tax if other 
methods of financing our State government are referred to the people 
and voted down. Therefore, it seems to me that we who live in eastern 
Oregon cannot afford to overlook the taxpaying potential to the coun- 
ties of Wallowa and Baker, and license fees to the general fund of the 
State of Oregon, which would accrue if the Idaho Power Co. is given 
the green light to proceed with construction of their proposed construc- 
tion project on the Snake River between Oregon and Idaho. 

We cannot ignore the fact that we need power in the Northwest and 
that we need this power now. ——— experts have established 
without a question of a doubt that we face a serious power shortage 
by 1960. Already this year such ireizien is the John Day, Imaha, 

and the Columbia itself have shown the dete of a dry year and the 
resultant cutback of interruptible power supplies to some of our North- 
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industry. It is time to start thinking about some new starts and 

supphes of power and to quit arguing about who should do the 

We have no room in this discussion for the obstructionist think- 

¢ of individuals who insist that it must be either the Federal Govern- 

ment, or private industry, or nothing. If this line of political hassling 

ntinues, we will probably end up with exactly nothing and a power 

shortage that will seriously affect our industrial and agricultural 
economy. 

\griculture in Oregon, Idaho, and Washington needs adequate 
power supplies now, and in the future, just as much as the more highly 
publicized needs of the light metals industries who have settled in our 

.. Every year pr ivate e nterpr ise and governmental agencies are 
reclaiming thousands of acres of our desert land and bringing it into 
productive use, This has largely been accomplished in the period since 

e end of World War II because adequate power supplies have been 

ailable. No longer are we dependent on the gravity flow of streams 
to bring water to these arid acres. Now we are ina position to move 
into an arid area, remove the sagebrush, sink a well, apply an electric 
p unps and turn the sprinklers loose on the land which has only been 

siting for moisture to bring it to productive use. If we are to con- 
tinue this program and bring additional land into cultivation to feed 
our growing population, we must be assured of adequate supplies of 
power at yardstick rates. 

We who live in eastern Oregon feel that we are adequately pro- 

ted in our fair share of the power to be generated by the private 
ente pee dams planned by the Idaho Power Co. Testimony at the 
year-long hearings in Washington, D. C., showed that the company 
plans wransmission lines to Ontario, LaGr: ande, and Baker in Oregon, 
the largest. centers of population in the area adjacent to the proposed 
development. Later testimony showed that transmission lines would 
lso be built northwesterly to serve the Wallowa country and northern 
Idaho and eastern Oregon. The new tie-in with the Bonneville line, 
terminating at LaGrande, gives those of us who live in Umatilla 
County assurance that we, too, will share in this new source of hydro- 
electric power. 

\s I see the picture, the electrical needs of our area are such as to 
require the combined efforts of both government and private capital. 
While I recognize my lack of qualification to pass on individual proj 
ects, and am willing to accept the final decision of the Federal Power 
Commission, it does seem to me we might do well to encourage the 
private companies to proceed with immediate construction of Oxbow, 
and to concentrate the Federal efforts on completion of the Dalles 
Dam and the building of John Day Dam. I believe any realistic per- 
son Will grant that it will take considerable doing to squeeze even 
these programs out of Congress without worrying about Hells Canyon 

at this time. 

Senator Neusercer. There is apparently a sharp disagreement be- 
tween Senator Sweetland and yourse ue over the results of several con- 
tests in the last election. TI agree with you, it’s often very difficult to 
interpret an election between Seclaicicl ials but you are a pasar 
member of the Oregon State Senate, how would you feel if the legis- 
lature put on the ballot an advi isory referendum asking the people of 
the State of Oregon to vote at the polls whether they favor the de- 
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velopmentof Hells Canyon by the three dam plan of the Idaho P: 
Co., or by the high dam proposed as a Federal dam ? 

Senator STren. Senator Neuberger, I would not be particular]) 
pressed one way or the other because of this point. It is my feeling 
that the proper development of any resource like that river should, 
in the final analysis, be determined by engineers and engineering sur- 
veys and hearings such as the Federal Power Commission is carrying 
out. However, if it seemed desirable to have an indication from th 
public, I would have no objection whatsoever at any time to give the 
an opportunity to be heard in the matter that you mentioned. 

Senator Neugercer. Thank you very much, Senator. Wayne 
Giesy, representing Benton County. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE R. GIESY, REPRESENTING BENTON 
COUNTY, OREG. 


Mr. Giesy. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am f 
Monroe, Oreg. Prior to the time I start on my prepared statement 
would like to deal on some of the general thinking of the publ 
the State of Oregon. During this last November election, North L 
coln County proposed an annexation which would be affiliated 
the PUD. This annexation failed by a 4-to-1 vote, I think it was, 
which would indicate some of the thinking throughout the State of 
Oregon. In Union County the dissolution of the PUD was accom 
plished by a 2-to-1 vote and I believe this is a county near the Snake 
River development. In Temple County a $2,500,000 bond issue was 
proposed to the people for expansion of this PUD district and it was 
defeated by a 3-to-2 vote. I think that would clearly indicate that 
not all the people in the State of Oregon are advocates of public power. 

I am a small-business man in the seed and grain business from Mon 
roe and Corvallis, Oreg., and I wish to express my opinion as a bus 
nessman. I also am a member of the Oregon Legislature from Benton 
County. 

[t is my opinion that the sponsors of this legislation are continuing 
to plan an obstructionist role in the development of power in the Pa- 
cific Northwest. For a great many years the United States has 
fostered the policy that Government will only assist where private 
industry cannot do the job. The State of Idaho is fortunate enough 
to have a company that has made a firm commitment to develop power 
sites on the Snake River at Hells Canyon, Brownlee, and Oxbow sites. 
There is no doubt in my mind that this committee junket is political 
fanfare and serves no good purpose to any citizen in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

It seems to me, that instead of you folks playing this idiotic game 
of forcing subsidized power « down our throats, you could better meet 
your responsibilities as Members of Congress by allowing the people 
to help themselves rather than sabotaging our fundamental American 
principles. These princ iples have been comprised by political bigotry 
entirely too long, and if you've really come out here to find out how 
we Oregonians feel about these principles, I suggest you return to the 
cloistered halls of Washington, D. C. and tell your associates that 
here in Oregon we want these basic principles of free enterprise reju- 
venated, so that self-pride, self-assurance and self-reliance can be 
regained by the American public. 
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wish to bring three examples to your attention that seem to me 
ive set a pattern that justifies my attitude : 

In 1954 on the Coosa River in Alabama the Federal Power Develop- 

nt was deauthorized and supported by Senator Sparkman, one 

of the advocates of Federal power for the Northwest or nothing. I 
<9 wish to cite that Markham’s Ferry, Okla., was deauthorized by 

e Federal Government and supported by Senator Kerr, also an 

advocate of Senate bill 1333 which is Federal Power or nothing. 
lwice during the last decade authorization of the high Hells Canyon 
Dam has been presented to a Democratic-controlled Congress and 
Failed. 
\t this point I wish to impress upon you that what we need in the 
Northwest is power not political fanfare, committee meetings, head- 
; in newspapers, Tennessee Valley Authorities or any socialistic 
agoguery that will delay the development of power a single day, 
ilone the weeks, months, and years that will ensue as you kick this 
olitieal football around the four corners of the Northwest as well 

- the United States. 

Our power requirements will be acute by 1961 if we do not act 
ediately. If the proponents would craw] down off their public 
er or nothing perch and allow a legitimate contract to be author- 
for priv ate deve ‘lopment, the alleviation of a great portion of 
equirements will be in the making, not to mention the extraction 
necessary taxes W hich seem to be of no concern to the proponents 

If you must spend the money, this great hue and cry for public 

‘an be accomplished on the Clearwater River in Idaho which 

ll provide 3,730,000 acre-feet of water storage and certainly will 
creat deal more for firming up downstream power than the Hells 
yon proposal which has a limited amount of runoff to support the 
est dream of any engineer. In addition, the area prescribed for 
ei dam has a greater irrigation potential which will require 

tinued drains upon the runoff and it is very possible that during 

lry season or two, completely inetfectuate the purpose that the 
ponents are so vehemently defending. Along the path of the ir- 
gation, as a layman only, I foresee a great many disadvantages in 

‘-mile drawdown of water storage not to mention the beautiful mud 

s that we must endure. 
seems to me that the proponents will have to be accomplished in 
ng out of both sides of their mouths to defend the requirements 

cribed by the Corps of Engineers for navigation. The private 

mpany proposal will allow nearly 5,000 cubie feet per second of 
treamflow whereas Senate bill 1333 will allow only 2,000 feet per 
nd of streamflow due to the required working capacity of the high 
and to the disadvantage of the minimum requirements of 
ivigation, 

Now, just a word about costs. I realize that it is much easier spend 
someone else’s money and perhaps the frugality and prudence 

« not be adhered to when your purse is not affected directly. How- 

r, this monstrosity that the proponents advocate will cost, using 

r own figures, some $562 million and we will all agree that the 

sumer must pay the bill. Whereas the private power company 

il supply practically comparable power facilities at a cost of some 

is2 million and in addition will pay taxes. It is apparent from 
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current reports that the Federal Treasury could stand any bolste: 
possible. 

To put all this in plain terms, we have been to Congress (the bay e} 
so to speak) twice to propose Senate bill 1333, or something like jt, 
for a high dam and have been flatly refused authorization, let alone 
uppropriation. I believe the time has come when you folks must cal] 

spade and allow us a little dignity and pride along the lines that 
the American principles have proven to be so beneficial to so many 

I would remind you that Congress created the Federal Power ( oa 
mission, a well-staffed technical group of experts. Why circum 
the ve ry body you, the Congress, created to do a spec ¥ job by clamor 
ing for headlines and junketing across the ¢ ountry. Go back to Wa 
ington. Let FPC do the job Congress told it to do. Stop obstruc 
our progress and let us deve lop our resources by our own efforts. 

Representative Sisk. Mr. Chairman, with the gentlemen’s permis 
sion, I would just like to make an observation to the distinguished 
member of the Oregon legislature. I had an opportunity to go dow 
and spend the week, this week, on the sands of Florida and I know 
that the balance of the delegation had that opportunity, but we passed 
that up in order to come out and try to determine the grassroots 
opinion, and the thinking of the people here, and I am sure he is aware 
of just how tiring these hearings can become after about 8 hours : a day. 
Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Giesy, how would you feel about an advis 


ory referendum asking the people of Oregon to vote on which method 
the *y would prefer / 
Mr. Girsy. I would say that the Federal Power Commission would 


be much more qualified to register- 

Senator Nreupercer. Please, we will have order, please. Let 
finish his statement, please. Both sides are going to be fair. 
proceed. 

Mr. Gresy (continuing). Would be much more qualified to det 
mine what the advisability of a high dam versus the low dams would 
be. I think that in addition to this, one must consider the other power 
developments that are presented here for the Northwest. Certainly 
this is not the last power development and a great deal of money will 
be needed. I have no objections to anyone y panera their opinion 
whether they differ from my own views or not, Senator. 

Representative Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question’ 
I have been somewhat surprised at the continued reiteration of the 
statement that the Federal Power Commission should do this rathe 
than a Congress. Do you mean that the Congress should abdicate its 
authority to appropriate for all of these public power systems in the 
Northwest to the Federal Power Commission ¢ 

nem Girsy. I would say that when we at the legislature need some 
technical advice we go to the body, the responsible body, that is ap 
pointed by that legislature to present factual information that we ma) 
determine what is the best choice. I did not mean that you should 
relegate your power to anyone. 

Representative Mercatr. Thank you. 

Senator Neunercer. The next witness for the opponents is Mr. Rob 
ert W. Chandler, of Bend, Oreg., publisher of the Bend Bulletin. 
You have 5 minutes in this sequence of time. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. CHANDLER, PUBLISHER OF THE 
BEND BULLETIN, BEND, OREG. 


Mr. Cuanpter. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
ame is Robert W. Chandler. I am a resident of the city of Bend, 
Oreg., and editor and publisher of the daily Bend Bulletin published 
n that city. I am a member of the board of directors of the Bend 

hamber of Commerce, director of the legislative committee of that 
rganization and am appearing here today to present a statement 
\uthorized and approved by the board of directors at its meeting on 
April 1, 1955. 

It is indeed a privilege to have the opportunity to appear before an 

terested committee of the United States Senate to express the views 

f the directors and membership of our organization on this proposed 

gislation. 

The Bend Chamber of Commerce is appreciative of the interest 
chown in the Pacific Northwest power situation by the Members of 

Senate and House of Representatives who have introduced this 
proposed legislation. Electric service in our central Oregon area is 
excellent, and plenty of power is now available. But in looking at 
the growing population of the Pacific Northwest region we can see 
trouble coming on the horizon. 

Most estimates indicate that our present generating facilities, in- 
cluding facilities now under construction, in the Northwest will be 
unable to produce all the kilowatts needed in this country by 1961 
or 1962. The Northwest is growing, new residents are moving in and 
new industries are being started. ‘This constant pressure, multiplied 
ever the next 6 years, will make our present facilities inadequate at 
that time. 

To repeat an earlier statement, the Bend Chamber of Commerce is 
ippreciative of the interest in this situation shown by those Members 
f the Senate and House who have introduced these bills. But we do 
not feel that these bills are the best or the proper solution to this 
problem. There are a number of factors which have led to our 
position. Among them are: 

As we have emphasized, the need is immediate. In order to 
meet the need it is imperative that new generating facilities be placed 
on the line within the next 6 years. It seems to us, on the basis of 
igures we have seen to date, that the proposal of the Idaho Power 
Co., where all facilities can be placed on the line within 314 years 
ifter construction is started, will best meet the immediate need. 

On the other hand, the dams proposed in the legislation under 
discussion would take somewhere between 7 and 12 years to complete. 
It is impossible to make a completely accurate estimate as to the 
length of time which would be required, since it is impossible to 
(determine the time when this proposed legislation would pass both 
Houses of Congress and be signed by the President, and it is further 

Impossible to tell how fast appropriations could be made available 

r the Federal project called for in these bills. Construction time 
sake is estimated at 614 years. We might, at this time, point out 
at S. 1333 is simply an authorization, and construction could be 

layed for several more years. 
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With the quickest possible action by Congress, the President, | 
Interior Department, and the Bureau of Reclamation, power 
erated under these proposed bills would not be available until at 
3 years after power from the Idaho Power Co. projects would 
the line. Such a procedure could easily take up to 8 or 9 years longe 
to complete than the Idaho Power Co. proposals, 

It is our belief that the indeterminate waiting period under this pro 
posed legislation is too great. Therefore, because of urgency of need, 
we favor the Idaho Power Co. proposal. 

2. We would like to take up the question of costs, in several fields, 
According to estimates made by engineers of the Federal Power 
Commission, who we feel cannot only qualify as experts but who Ln 
disinterested parties in this controver Sy, the cost of the Hells ¢ Canyon 
Dam alone, excluding transmission facilities, in the legislation unde 
discussion here is $404 million. The same engineers estimate com- 
parable costs of the Idaho Power Co. projects at slightly over $195 
million. A responsible official of the Morrison-Knudsen Co., a con- 
struction firm which has had more experience in building dams than 
any other firm in the world, has stated that his company is willing 
to sign a contract for construction of the low-head dams for $133 
million plus an estimated $5 million for fish facilities. All these 
figures are exclusive of transmission facilities which would have to 
be built under either proposal. 

This legislation proposes to add $404 million plus the cost of 
transmission facilities to the present Federal debt, now running in 
excess of $273 billion, with no return to the Treasury on this capital 
outlay, since it is proposed to use the interest component of the powe: 
rates to subsidize an irrigation project hundreds of miles away. 

On the other hand, the Idaho Power Co. proposal would increase 
that company’s taxes to Federal, State, and local governments by 
some $10 million per year, approximately one-half of which would 
go to the Federal Treasury as income taxes alone. 
~ We would like to emphasize that the dam proposed under S. 
and identical bills would not provide cheap power. Various witnesses 
before the Federal Power Commission, when an examiner of that 
body was hearing evidence on the Idaho Power Co. proposals, said 
that power produced by the private company dams would be lower 
in cost than the power from a single higher dam. This testimony 
seems reasonable when we compare the total cost of the 2 projects 
($404 million against $138 million) with the comparable amounts of 
porte to be produced (785,000 kilowatts against 770,000 kilowatts). 

3. We would like to discuss the argument by proponents of this 
measure that only a single, high Federal dam would allow com- 
plete development of the Snake and Columbia systems. Without 
going into technical testimony, we would like to point out that the 
Idaho Power Co.’s three dams are not little projects. Oxbow would 
be nearly twice as high as Bonneville, Brownlee would be more than 
4 times as high as Bonneville and Hells Canyon would be higher than 
Niagara Falls. 

Most important is the changing picture of the Snake River. The 
arly postwar estimates of irr igation development in the Snake River 
Basin above Hells Canyon determined that fewer than 200,000 addi- 
tional acres in the area would be placed under irrigation in the follow- 
ing 30 years. Actually, irrigation development has proceeded so fast 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 319 


by the end of the current irrigation year the original estimate 
\| have been exceeded in less than one-fourth of the estimated 
Irrigation, as you know, is a consumptive use of water. By far 
e greater portion of water withdrawn from the Snake and its trib- 

taries or pumped from its watershed never returns to the river. 

der these circumstances the downstream use of water, for either 
ver or irrigation purposes, is limited. 

lhe extremely rapid growth of private irrigation developments in 

tho since the end of World War II leaves some doubt that suffi- 

t water will be available to fill a large storage dam such as ts 
templated in these bills during many years. 

It was only last year that the retired head of the Army engineers 
or the Walla Walla district, Colonel Tandy, said the irrigation de 

opment in the upper Snake River area had so changed the pic- 

re that it was no longer feasible to build a single high dam at Hells 
Canyon, that a series of smaller dams would completely develop the 
power potential of the Snake in the immediate area downstream from 
Wieser, Idaho, to Hells Canyon. 

{, At this point we have an alternate proposal to make. Agreeing 

th the sponsors of the legislation that the Northwest faces a criti- 

\| power shortage we would make this suggestion : 

This bill should be tabled. In its place should be introduced a 

easure to provide funds for use elsewhere. 

The Idaho Power Co. is ready and able to construct substantially 
the same generating capacity at Hells Canyon as is proposed in this 
bill. This power is needed soon, as soon as the company can get it built. 

The development of the Hells Canyon site under S. 1333 will not 
inswer the complete needs for power development in the Northwest, 
even if it were completed by 1965, which is doubtful. But if the Hells 
Canyon site were developed as part of the three-dam proposal of the 
Idaho Power Co., and if the funds which would have been used in a 
Federal development there were made available for another Colum- 
bia project, the combination of the two would give us considerable 
more power than we would have if this bill were passed alone and the 
Idaho Power Co. projects were not undertaken. 

Not wishing to venture into fields of testimony which should be con- 
fined to experts, may we nevertheless suggest that the committee look 
into such a possibility, particularly as it concerns possible develop- 
ment of accepted Federal responsibilities at multipurpose projects 
at other sites now authorized but for which no appropriations have 
been made. 

To sum up, the Bend Chamber of Commerce respectfully opposes 
5. 1333 and its House counterparts because : 

|. The need is immediate, and the Idaho Power Co. can get approxi- 
mately the same amount of power on the line at least 3 years sooner 
than could be done under S. 1333. 

2. Cost factors, both of construction and of power, favor the Idaho 
Power Co. proposal, which would provide lower cost electricity than 
would be provided under this bill. 

3. The Idaho Power Co. development would be a complete devel- 
opment of the potential in the Snake River between Wieser, Idaho, 
and Hells Canyon. 
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4. By spending the amount which would have to be appropriated 
under S. 1333 at some other site, the Northwest would get more power 
during the next 50 years than it could hope to get under S. 1333 alone 
at a greatly reduced cost to the Federal Treasury. 

Addition: lly, we feel that consideration of this bill at this time 
is ei mature, inasmuch as the Federal Power Commission, an agency 
established by the Congress for the purpose of deciding upon appli- 
cations for power licenses, has had the Idaho Power Co. proposal 
under consideration for some time. The Commission has heard many 
witnesses and has gathered over 19,000 pages of testimony and ex- 
hibits. The Commission’s own staff has made extensive investiga- 
tions. It is expected that within the next few months the examiner 
will make his report and recommendations and the Commission wil] 
make a decision. If the decision of the Commission favors the plan 
of the Idaho Power Co., we feel that plan would be in the best inter- 
ests of the people of the Pacific Northwest. Thank you. 

(Statement contains 74 signatures. ) 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you, Mr. Chandler. The proponents 
of Senate bill 1333 are now recognized until 3:35. Their first witness 
on the list before me is Mr. Paul Light, representing the Inland Navi- 
gation Co. Mr. Light. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL W. LIGHT, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER, 
INLAND NAVIGATION CO. 


Mr. Licut. Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, I am Paul W. 
Light, assistant general manager of the Inland eavauees Co. and 
affiliated companies, all of whom together maintain a common carrier 
by water transportation service on the Columbia River from Long- 
view, Wash., on the west, to Priest Rapids, Wash., on the Columbia 
River, to the east; on the Williamette River up to and including the 
port of Portland; and on the Snake River to Johnson’s Bar, Idaho, 
which is 125 miles south of Lewiston, Idaho. We also maintain 
service between all Columbia River ports and ports outside of the 
Columbia River along the Pacific coast from Canada to Mexico, in- 
cluding ports on inland waterw ays adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. 
All of these services are authorized by certific ates of public conveni- 
ence and necessity issued by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
authorizing common-carrier service throughout the territory and be- 
tween the ports I have just described. We perform this transporta- 
tion service with the use of tugs and barges, of which we operate 37 
barges, ranging from 500 to 4,000 tons carrying capacity each, and 1 
tugs, ranging from 260 horsepower to 4,500 horsepower. 

We maintain a regular scheduled service on the Snake River be- 
tween Lewiston and Johnson’s Bar and in this service transport 
mail, passengers and freight generally. Because of the nature of the 
caaceed channel of the Snake River in that reach of the Snake 
between its confluence with the Columbia River and Lewiston, Idaho, 
commercial transportation is not feasible except for some 3 or 4 
months out of the year during the high water period. For this rea- 
son we do not maintain a recul: ir Water carrier service on that reach 
of the river. 

During more than half of the year the natural flow of the Snake 
River is so small that the water depth on this reach of the river is 
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so shallow that water carrier equipment of sufficient size to be used 
for commercial transportation purposes cannot be operated there. 

At the present stage of water transportation and terminal facilities 
development on the Columbia River system the principal commodities 
transported by water include petroleum products and grain. Areas 
which are not now immediately tributary to water tr: ansport: ition and 
would become so when commercial water transportation is established 
on the Snake River to Lewiston on a 12-month basis include the fol- 
lowing 5 counties in Idaho: Nez Perce, Lata, Clearwater, Idaho, and 
Lewis; and the following 3 counties in Washington: Asotin, Garfield 

and Whitman, constituting some 16,960 square miles. 

We, as a privately owned enterprise engaged in a common-carrier 
transportation service upon the ¢ ‘olumbia River system, support the 
construction, the construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon and 
for these reasons: 

It has heretofore been established that the proposed dams on the 
lower Snake to be located between its confluence with the Columbia 
River and Lewiston, Idaho, are not justified economically for the 
purposes of power generation without the benefit of the impounding 
capacities of me proposed high dam at Hells Canyon. The impound- 
ing capacity behind Hells Canyon Dam will be used to take the peak 
off the Snake River floods and to increase the low water flow thus 
iffording substantial ly increased firm power pote ntial of the lower 
Snake River dams over their firm power potential without the 

mpounding services of a high dam upstream from them. It is safe 
to assume that the lower Snake River dams will not be constructed 
unless there exists a sound economic justification for such installa- 
tions. It is respectfully submitted, that the extension of water trans- 
porti ition services to Lewiston, Idaho, on a 12-month basis and the 
bringing of water carrier transportation service to the large area I 
have heretofore described be considered as a direct benefit accruing 
from the construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

Based upon the experience of wheat producers in the area presently 
tributary to that part of the Columbia River improved for water 
transportation service, the savings in freight rates which will accure 
to farmers in the area tributary to Lewiston will be from 5 to 8 cents 
a bushel on all grain peers within the area. Based upon a 10-year 
average production, 1942 to 1952, inclusive, the area herein described 
as being tributary to Lewiston produces in excess of 24 million bushels 
of wheat annually. The savings on petroleum products consumed 
would amount to not less than 1 cent a gallon. 

In addition to this immediate benefit, water transportation so ex- 
tended will open up large phosphate deposits adjacent to the Snake 
River which are now inaccessible. These phosphates converted into 
fertilizer have a large and ready market for use on the irrigated lands 
of the Columbia Basin. 

In addition, as the terminal facilities are developed similar savings 
to those indicated through reduced grain and petroleum rates will 
be realized when other commodities suitable for movement by water 
are handled to and from the area by the water carriers. These com- 
modities include machinery, building materials and supplies, includ- 
ing lumber, structural steel and iron, cement, fencing, pipe, salt, hides, 
wool case goods and packaged petroleum. 
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Further benefits arising from the establishment of commercial tra 
portation on the Snake River to Lewiston arise from the increased use 
by the ship ypers of the area tributary to Lewiston of improvements { 
navigation existing on the main stem of the Columbia River below thx 
mouth of the Snake River. A direct benefit accruing to the State of 
Idaho is the establishment of year-around direct water carrier service 
into the State of Idaho connecting it with all the ports on the Pa 
coast. Up to this time Idaho has never, directly or indirectly, had t! 
benefit of water carrier service to the world markets. 

It is respectfully requested that Inland Navigation Co. and affili 
ated carriers be permitted to file » written brief confirming and do 
menting this oral statement. Such a brief, with the permission of t 
committee, will be prepared and submitted within 2 weeks. Tha 
Vou. 

Senator Dworsuak. One question, is it not true that Bruce’s Eddy 
or some other compar: abl] e multipurpose dam on the Clearwater 
upper reaches of the ( Slavia would have just as beneficial an effe: 
for navigation downstream as would the proposed Hells Sliven 
Dam ? 

Mr. Lacur. I don’t believe I could answer that without knowing t 
other information about the dams you might speak of. 

Senator Nrusercer. Any other questions, Senator Dworshak? 
Thank you very much, Mr. Light. 

A. F. Hartung, chairman, International Woodworkers, CLO. 


STATEMENT OF A. F. HARTUNG, CHAIRMAN, INTERNATIONAL 
WOODWORKERS, CIO 


Mr. Harrune. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the com 
mittee, I want to assure you that on behalf of our people, people that 
I am going to speak for, 1 am very glad you took time enough to visit 
the Pacific Northwest to give the people who do not have the money 
to go to Washington the opportunity to present their case to you. 

My name is A. F. Hartung, I am president of the International 
Woodworkers of America, affiliated with the CIO. We represent 
more than 100,000 workers. 

What I have to say regarding the Hells Canyon Dam represents thie 
official position of the IWA-CIO. It also represents the official posi- 
tion of the Congress of Industrial Organizations on a national basis 
and I am authorized to speak here on behalf of the CIO as well as 
the IWA. Our statewide and citywide CIO industrial union councils 
throughout the Pacific Northwest representing 125,000 CIO members 
hold to the same official policies; they are our CIO legislative and 
political organizations. Figuring four persons per family, we ac 
tually represent half a million people. 

We of the IWA-CIO believe that the question before this committee 
is basic ally as follows: 

Whether or not we are going to have a high federally built dam in 
Hells Canyon to provide for orderly development of the Columbia 
and Snake River watersheds, with attendant concern for conservation, 
irrigation, recreation, flood control, and the maximum amount of a 
cost power for industrial development in the Pacific Northwest; 0 
on the other hand, turn our industrial potential and the heritage we 
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people have, in the natural resource development of this great 
|, over to a privately owned corporation for profit and exploitation 

a few major stoc ‘kholders of the Idaho Power Co., who run this 
called locally owned private utility from an eastern financial head- 
irters. 

We of the IWA firmly believe that a natural resource such as the 

ells Canyon Dam site belongs to all of the people, not to any favored 

que of eastern bankers and insurance companies, 

We are facing a power shortage right this minute in the Pacific 
rthwest. In spite of this shortage which is acute and chronic, the 
retary of the Interior has public ly stated that he favors giving 

e Hells Canyon away to a private utility, which is interested only in 

wer generation and can provide less of that than the projected high- 

dam, not to mention such things as irrigation, flood control, navi- 
on, and conservation. 

We of the IWA-CI1O are interested from the standpoint of jobs, 
istry, purchasing power, and the future well-being of our country. 
order to obtain those jobs, we must have additional industry. <A 
ie requisite of that is cheap and abundant power, an end to hoot- 
shifts and industrial power cutbacks, such as we are experiencing 
it at this moment. 

In order to stabilize industry and to increase the taxable wealth of 
area, this cheap power potential must be continually expanding so 

to prov ide the incentive necessary to development of new methods in 

. lumber industry particularly, because that is the major payroll of 
region. 

‘e are, gentlemen, right on the doorstep of new things in the 
unbering industry which will, if cheap power for manufacturing is 
iilable, revolutionize it and provide goods, the demand for which 

ll expand the wood-products industry beyond our wildest dreams of 
years ago. 

When I speak of new things in this industry, [ speak of plastics, 
mical byproducts, new hard boards, and so on, which will increase 
‘total use of our forest reserve and thereby cut down the waste that 
in occupational disease in this industry. It is an unusual operation 
his country which uses even 50 percent of any tree cut. New meth- 
, which are beyond the stage where they are still considered “ex- 

perimental,” await the delivery of abundant, year round, cheap power 

vo into production. These new products made from bark, chips, 

eedles, and chemicals will demand the use of everything in the tree 
the whang of the ax. 

Complete utilization of the tree will mean an end to the waste, an 

d to the staggering amount of slash left on the ground to catch fire 
d burn millions of feet of sawtimber every summer, and a tremen- 

ous increase in the employment potential of this industry, which is 

riencing a downtrend because of the inability of the industry to 
aintain full employment. The cleaner forest land is, after logging, 

‘better chance we have for proper reforestation. 

Complete utilization of each tree will mean less of them cut in any 
one period, but more goods than before, when not less than half was 
eft in the woods to rot or burn and thereby endanger what was. left. 
limber is no longer abundant. We can no longer sanction the manu- 
facture of the so-called Jap-square, nor can we afford to pass up the 
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opportunity to develop new methods of manufacture and the develop 
ment of new products. 

We of the IWA-CIO believe that a high dam in Hells Canyon. 
which will provide more power cheaper than the series of little dams 
proposed by the Maine corporation masquerading as a local concern, 
will as a part of the orderly and systemwide development of the Colum 
bia and its tributaries, contribute immeasurably to increased industry 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

Industry of this type will be of a stable, year-round kind, that y 
provide jobs and add to the wealth of the area. We are determined 
that the people will benefit and that our grandchildren won't be sold 
down the Columbia and out to sea for a mess of partnership pottage. 
The opponents of this program for orderly and complete development 
of the region shout and ery that such a project won't “pay its share 
of the taxes” and point to the taxes pi uid by the pr ivate utilities. Just 
who pays those taxes? Not the eastern bankers or the insurance com 
panies, who milk this private concern in Maine, while we feed the 
eating end out here, but the consumers of electric energy. 

We of the LW A-CIO pay those taxes, along with all of the citizens 
of this region. We pay those taxes when they are tacked on to ow 
electric bill, at the same time that these eastern owners add on their 
profit. Let no one be mislead by the political doubletalk and the 
propaganda of the financial milking machines that we do not pay the 
taxes either. 

Another important point that is being deliberately befogged and 
covered with smoke is the ability of such a project to pay for its elf. 
I will not argue the legalistic and technical merits of the accountant’s 
pencil, but submit that the orderly development of the Columbia and 
its tributary streams under the program as favored in the Army en 
gineers report No. 308, will pay dollars where Idaho Power Co. and 
its pound-of-flesh scheme will not pay cents. 

It is a well recognized fact that in the southeastern part of our coun- 
try, the so-called backward area of America, the wealth and prosperity 
created by TVA has more than paid off the Government’s investment 
already. Increases in Federal revenue from that area, as a direct re 
sult of the Tennessee Valley Authority’s program, have exceeded what 
George Norris could have predicted liter: ally by the millions of dol 
lars. And, in addition, the coming of that valley authority and the 
attendant increase in industry and purchasing power changed an eco- 
nomically backward area to one of promise and wealth, such as it has 
never known. 

These Merchants of Venice who seek to convince us that the high 
dam at Hells Canyon would not pay out, have no faith in the future; 
no faith in the people: nor do they have any faith in their country. 
Instead of this investment in the most solid kind of goods, the fu- 
ture of America, these same Merchants of Venice seek to gain their 
pound of flesh by conspiracy with an ex-Governor of this State in a 
scheme to give away the best multipurpose dam site in the world to 
a private oper company whose only interest in the future of this 
country is, How much can we make on our investment. If you gen- 
tlemen ‘a ive any doubt as to the wishes of the people of this area in this 
matter, ask Tom Lawson McCall. 

Even our private power mouthpiece, the Oregon Journal and the 
daily Oregonian failed to obtain the election of their fair haired boy, 
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ause he did not take a positive stand on Hells Canyon Dam, among 

r things. Instead, the people of Oregon elec ‘ted C ongresswoman 

| ‘ith Green, who Is an outspoken supporter of the Army « engineers 

eport No. 308, which calls for a high, multipurpose dam in Hells 

Canyon. ‘This also applies to the junior Senator from Oregon, Rich- 
| L.. Neuberger. 

This committee has heard the testimony of engineers and technical 
experts on the question of the construction of a high dam in Hells 
Canyon versus a series of little dams constructed for power generation 

nly, so I won't take up your time and mine by going into that. How- 
ever, as a long-time resident of this area and as the spokesman for 
ie breadwinners of 125,000 families, representing 500,000 persons in 
the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana, I can see no 

ilidity to any argument that will not hold water in this matter, and 
t is a recognized fact that the Idaho Power Co. scheme will hold 
nfinitely less water than the high Federal dam. 

Out here in the Columbia Basin we have had some experience with 
devastating floods. On Memorial Day, 1948, the waters of the Co 

mbia swept away the homes of over 20,000 persons, almost within 
rifle shot of this hearing today. We are absolutely determined that 

program will be enacted that will end in the construction of some 
thing besides electric generators; in other words, a dam that will help 
to forever prevent the calamity of that fateful flood on Memorial Day, 
1948. 

The people of the Columbia Valley are well aware of the difference 
between a dam built to store floodwaters, as well as to generate electric 
power, and one erected to generate power only and a lesser amount 
at that. The people of this area are also well aware of the vast recrea- 
tional facilities that would exits under a program for the orderly de- 
velopment of this valley . They know that millions of tons of our top- 
soil are going to sea because of a lack of such a program and they are 
determined that no private utility will stand in their way, even 
though it has the backing of a venal and subservient Secretary of 
the Interior. 

The Hells Canyon was a gift of nature to mankind and we of the 
IWA-CIO do not believe that a small group of little men should 
receive that gift. We also believe that it is a compound of all of the 
worst giveaway scandals of our history to seriously propose that the 
Idaho Power Co. can adequately, or honestiy, make the best use of 
nature’s great gift at Hells Canyon. 

The present administration’s weasel words about “partnership” 
only serve to remind the [WA-CIO membership of some other “part- 
uerships” in our history. This deal, if it goes through as Secretary 
M ‘Kay and his cohorts desire, will make the steal enac ted during the 

uilding of the UP look like a Sunday picnic by comparison. Teapot 
oe another 100 percent Republican scandal, will fade away in 
steam alongside the rumble of this new pot in Hells Canyon. 

We of the [WA-CIO believe that the Congress of the United States 
has a mandate from the people of the Northwest to make the maxi- 
mum use of Hells Canyon and we decidedly do not believe that the 
so-called partnership program is maximum use. It isa generally well 
recognized fact that the power, such as it would be from the Idaho 
Power dams, would be higher in cost to the consumer than would 
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power generated by a high dam constructed with Federal fund 
much lower rates of interest than the private utility could obtain. 

Indeed, from the standpoint of flood control, power product 
conservation, recreation, and industrial expansion, we see where | 
so-called partnership proposal of the administration and its priva 
utility friends will do great damage to the people of America. 

We of the IWA-CIO feel that the great increase in populatio 
the Northwest, the unstable condition of the lumber indus stry and | 
defense potential of this country demands cheap, abundant, yea: 
round power. We feel that this condition demands the integr: 
development of the Columbia Basin, not on a piecemeal partners 
basis for the advantage of private capital, but for the best inter 
of America 

In conclusion gentlemen, I have a few short remarks to mak« 
the future of this region. In 1915, I arrived here to go to wor 
the lumber industry. At that time, in spite of favorable weather « 
ditions, a vast supply of timber resources and plentiful land 
Columbia Basin was still undeveloped. It wasn’t until the adven 
the Roosevelt administration that things began to change. That 
ministration launched the development of this great basin on a 
integrated basis. They built Bonneville, Grand Coulee, McNary, 
other dams in this basin, all of which were part of an integrated » 
to obtain maximum development. 

With the building of these dams and the beginning of an integra 
plan of development, electric power rates dropped precipitously. 
my own home at Vernonia, Oreg., at that time, my electric bill drop) 
from 12 cents per kilowatt-hour to less than 4 cents, when our pi 
utilities district began supplying Bonneville power. At that time, 
dustry began to find available cheap power. For the first time this 
put our Northwest industry in a fair competitive position with east: 
industry and their lower freight rates and cheap power from the coal 
fields. To retain that position, industry must have cheap power 01 
eastern interests will throttle this area and its industrial future. 

The water storage potential of Hells Canyon will make availabli 
thousands of acres of new farmland and create new homes for these 
people moving into this basin. 

This is a great land, and we must do everything possible to develop 
it to the fullest extent possible. An integrated valley system such a 
was proposed by the Roosevelt administration will make of this 
Pacific Northwest a virtual Garden of Eden. 

Senator DworsHak. One question, Mr. Chairman, please. M1: 
Hartung, vou referred to the devastating floods of 1948 when there was 
serious loss of life around Portland and destruction of millions of 
dollars’ worth of property. I presume you are aware that very litt! 
of the floodwaters originated in the Snake River. 

Mr. Harrune. I think I mentioned also the fact that we are in favor 
of a complete development as outlined by the Roosevelt administra 
tion. I grant you that merely Hells Canyon alone would not have 
possib ly stopped it, how much—it would have lessened it. 

Senator Dworsnax. The implication is that if you had Hells 
Canyon in 1948 there wouldn’t have been the flood. The engineers 
have the record showing the streamflow on it at that time and I am sure 
you would want the record to be right on that point and not leave 
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inpression that the Snake River provides a serious menace of 
xis from the upper river. 
\ir. Harrune. Mr. Senator, it is not my intention to leave any false 
pression. However, I think the record here will show by the Army 
neers report that probably a half an inch less water at a particular 
would have saved that break from going through, so I think my 
LuUSION would probably be as good as yours th: at hi: id we had an 
portunity to hold some of that water up, that probably the Van 
t flood would not have happened because it was just that little 
tL more. 
enator Dworsuak. I don’t arrive at that conclusion. I simply 
ed the record to show that the large share of the floodwaters did 
t come down the Snake River from the Hells Canyon area. 
Senator Morsr. I think the staff should insert in the record at this 
it the Army enginee 's report as to what saving in loss of hes ity 
d have resulted in 1948 if Hells C anyon Dam had been built at 
ittime. ‘There is an official report and I recall it only from memory, 
t shows that there would have been a saving of a good many 
lions of dollars of loss if Hells Canyon Dam had been in existence 
that time, and I think it ought to be inserted at this point in the 
ord. 
Senator Dworsnak. I agree with you, and also it would probably 
w that had any comparable multipurpose dam, with particular 
ference to flood control, existed in the upper watershed, why, of 
rse, the effect of the flood would have been minimized. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Without objection then, the clerk of the com 
Wet ‘allaghan, will see to it that the proper documents of t! 
\rmy engineers are included in the record at this point. Any other 
tions of Mr. Hartung? Thank you very much, Mr. Hartung. 
(The material requested by Senator Morse is as follows :) 
xtract from testimony of Gordon Fernald, C orps of Engineet 
ision engineer's office, Portland, Oreg., before Subcommittee on 
gation and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior 
Insular Affairs, 82d Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 5743, a bill 
uithorize the construction of Hells Canyon Dam as initial phase 
the Snake River reclamation project. Mr. Fernald was testifying 
the Corps of Engineers’ report on navigation and flood control 
efits. 
The report analyzed for flood control the use of Hells Canyon by itself as the 
roject after Grand Coulee and Bonneville. It did not consider any system 


will realize also that the benefit figures were very inaccurate at that 
because they had not been analyzed or appraised, I should say, for a con 
erable time. Shortly after that. in May and June of 1948, we had a record 
| in the Columbia River Basin, and it was possible then to review the hy 
ics of a major flood as well as appraise the damages of a major flood. 
that time we found that our original figures, which had grown up through 
e years, were substantially low. 
The total benefits were in the main control plan—and I have discussed the 
‘in control plan in the statement—the total benefits, which the main control 
in recommended in our 308 report would provide to the basin, are $16,191,000 
That total benefit is the result of reducing all floods, controlling the 1894 flood 
to 800.000 cubie feet per second, controlling the 1948 flood to 700,000 cubic feet 
per second, and lesser floods controlled at comparable amounts. 
Of that $16 million credit to the main control plan, it was necessary then to 
ate those benefits to levees, which were recommended at the time, and to 
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other storage projects which were recommended at the time. In doing so, w; 
considered not only the peak discharge ~*‘ch was controlled, but also the vo 

of floods that was controlled by these in the three major floods of record which 
we analyzed, 1894, 1983, and 1948. Assigning these benefits then to the levees 
and to the storage projects in the manner in which they contributed to this 
protection, there was creditable to the upstream storage projects only $6,300.00 
worth of benefits. 

Of that $6,300,000 which was creditable to upstream storage, a total of $1,431 - 
000 was allocated to Hells Canyon. In addition to the figure of $1,431,000, there 
is an item of $28,800 annually which would result at Lewiston by virtue of con 
trolled flows on the Snake River itself, the Lewiston-Clarkston area which 
would have a local benefit, making a total of $1,459,800. 

Mr. Saytor. Will you, Mr. Fernald, for the benefit of the committee, give ys 
a breakdown of the $6 million the Army engineers have allocated to annua 
upstream storage control? 

Mr. FERNALD. Yes, sir. 

(The information is as follows:) 

Distribution of the $6,302,000 downstream annual flood-control benefits cred 
itable to upstream storage dams of the main-control plan was made in the 
Columbia River “308”? Review Report as follows: 


Hungry Horse, Flathead River, Mont ; ; é. $454, 000 
Glacier View, North Fork Flathead River, Mont : he es 366, 000 
Libby, Kootenai River, Mont ; oe ‘. 882. 000 
Grand Coulee, Columbia River, Wash : : eee <oc> the 0 40 00 
Palisades, Snake River, Idaho ; ; =? 239, (0) 
Anderson Ranch Bs waneee 

Arrowrock a sates : a meaeleed. ; 
Lucky Peak sid a 5 ‘ecediatainaacasls Sect 44, 100 
Cascadia a sl a 

Garden Valley : ‘ : 113, 400 
Hells Canyon, Snake River, Idaho i soua’ 3, SBE 000 


Total distributed to upstream storage____- piiiensaet Rea 6, 302, 500 


Priest Rapids, Columbia River, Wash. (surcharge flood-control 
storage) —_- aaa ial esis creaitiniclsienel eovpehteint aca iipenaeenseter nakores eanaesceat” ee 

John Day, Columbia River, Wash. (surcharge flood-control storage)__ 2, 613, 000 

Lower Columbia River levees and revetments__-________- 2, 819, 700 


2, 763, 000 


Total lower Columbia River flood-control benefits____.___..._.__._ 14, 498, 200 
Upstream benefits allocated to upstream storage__-_~- *1, 693, 600 


Total flood-control benefits from main-control plan 16, 191, 800 

1 Includes $28,800 allocated to Hells Canyon in addition to lower Columbia River benefits 

& * * * « + + 

The last large city would be the Portland metropolitan area. The Hells 
Canyon project, as an individual project, would contribute only a small amount, 
but as a unit of a system of storage projects, it would contribute a proportional 
share in relation to the volume of storage control. 

You mentioned the other day, I believe it was, Congressman Saylor, that the 
Hells Canyon project by itself would contribute or reduce the flood crest at 
Portland a matter of seven-tenths of a foot. That is the Hells Canyon project, 
added to the Bonneville and Grand Coulee projects, the Boise projects, as we have 
them today, and the Yakima project as we have it today. For the 1894 flood, 
Hells Canyon alone would reduce the flood crest at Portland a matter of a little 
more than a foot. 

However, with the main-control plan of 27 million acre-feet of storage, Hells 
Canyon will have a usable storage for flood control of about 3,200,000 acre-feet. 

For the 1894 flood, only 2,600,000 acre-feet were used in the Hells Canyon 
project. For the 2,600,000, as a percentage of the twenty-million-odd acre-feet 
of the storage required to control the 1894 and lesser major floods of the Colum- 
bia River, we therefore apportion the benefit back to Hells Canyon and arrive at 
about 20 percent of that total $6 million credited to Hells Canyon. 


The opponents of Senate bill 1333 are now recognized for 25 minutes 


until 4 o'clock, and that will equalize it completely, the time given 
to each group. The next witness I have on the list is Judge Sawyer. 
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Opposition CoorprnaTor. Judge Sawyer was unable to be here so 
we will file his statement. 
Senator NeuBercer. It will be included in the record. 
The statement referred to is as follows:) 


My name is Robert W. Sawyer. I have been a reside nt of Bend, Deschutes 
County, Oreg., for over 40 years. In that time for over 35 years I was editor and 
publisher of the Bend Bulletin, a daily newspaper. I have been county judge of 
Deschutes County, president of the Oregon Reclamation Congress, and director 

d president of the National Reclamation Association. I make this statement 
sa citizen and taxpayer. 

Ihe bill, S. 1333, the ea of this hearing, is—except for one clause 
ually the same as bill H. R. 5748 of the 82d Congress. On that bill there were 
irings on 9 days in the =e of 1952—3 years ago—by a subcommittee of the 

Hl suse Committee corresponding with this Senate committee. After those 9 days 

nd the introduction of 886 pages of testimony and exhibits the bill was indefi- 
ely postponed, The vote for postponement was by 12 Democrats and 9 Repub- 
ans, the full membership of the subcommittee. 

I urge similar treatment of this similar bill by this similar Senate committee. 
rhe reasons for the House committee action are as cogent and compelling today 
is they were in 1952. 

It is agreed on all sides that there is urgent need for additional electric generat- 

g capacity in the Pacific Northwest. Each year the need becomes more urgent. 
rhe Snake River in its 100 miles above the Hells Canyon site can contribute to 

it need in either of two ways. One is by construction of the project proposed 
o be authorized by S. 1333. The other is by the construction of the three-dam 
roject, Hells Canyon, Brownlee, and Oxbow by the Idaho Power Co. whose 
pplication for license is now pending before the Federal Power Commission. 

Competent contractors have testified to their ability to complete the 3-dam 

oject in 388 months. Given the go-ahead signal by, say, January 1, 1956, they 

uuld have the three plants in operaiton by the Idaho Power Co. by March 1, 

15D), in comparison, no assurance can be given by anybody as to the date when 
power from a Federal Hells Canyon plant can go on the line. A Bureau of 
Reclamation engineer has testified that construction will begin on April 1 of the 
first fiscal year and be completed by the end of the seventh fiscal year meaning, of 

uurse, as to the beginning year, the first fiscal year after the first appropriation 

d been made available. The appropriation, however, would necessarily be pre- 
eded by an authorization. Bearing those facts in mind let us look at a time- 
tabie 

The Federal Government is now operating in fiscal 1955 and the Congress is 
iking appropriations for fiscal 1956. Even were Hells Canyon appropriations 
ithorized in the current 84th Congress the appropriations would not be made 
ntil its 2d session or more likely the 1st session of the S5th for fiscal 1957 and 
hus, on the testimony of the Bureau engineer we find that construction would not 
egin until April 1, 1957, nor be finished until June 30, 1964. 

The engineer’s statement was based on several assumptions but none related 

the uncertainty of congressional appropriations both in time and amount. 
This uncertainty justifies the addition of at least a year or two to the estimated 
Federal construction period but let the timetable stand as based on the engineer’s 
cures plus obvious facts. The calculation shows that while the Idaho Co. power 

ld be on the line in 1959 it would not be until 5 years later, or in 1964, 

t Hells Canyon would be delivering its power. 

Those 5 ) years until 1964 would be 5 years of denial to the Pacific Northwest of 

ver that under the Idaho Power Co. proposal it might be enjoying in 1959. 
* would the denial be to the Pacific Northwest alone. Power is needed for the 
onal defense and one of the stated purposes of 8S. 1333 is to supply that power. 

e defense needs to be denied for a long 5 years? 

Nor is this 5-year denial of power all that is implicit in this bill by way of 

opardy to the region and the Nation. I have said that there is one clause 

the bill not found in H. R. 5743 rejected by the House committee. This is 
ction 3 (c) wherein there is provision for a draft from the McNary Dam of 

‘power necessary for the Hells Canyon construction. The draft would be from 

supply already inadequate for the region’s needs. It would be a draft of 
— as much as 50 million kilowatt-hours a year for as many as 7 and more 

ely 10 years. 

To day, on April 6, 1955, users of power in the region are having to accept cut 

ks in their allocation because of an inadequate supply. The condition is a 
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recurring one. The draft from McNary proposed for Hells Canyon coust 
would force greater cutbacks and the blighting of industrial development 
wis possible 

Technical testimony, it has been announced, is not wanted at this ti: 
shall not, therefore, undertake to discuss the costs of the Federal Hells ¢ 
project as compared with the Idaho Power Co.’s undertaking. I would h 
noted, however, that the Idaho company has presented a firm commitm« 
have its projects completed at a cost under $140 million while the Federal 
not including Scriver Creek facilities are in excess of $350 million. Mors 
they are cost figures of a half decade ago and from a Bureau which at th 
was notoriously guilty of underestimating construction costs. 

So that I may not be charged with a failure to tell the whole story I in 
the here fact that the Federal project would produce at the site some 
more kilowatts than would the Idaho Power plants. The much greater 
Hells Canyon, however, would make those kilowatts expensive, indeed 

In the matter of project costs I note with protest the failure of the B 
of Reclamation to include the cost of interest during construction. Such int: 
is included by choice in the cost of works done by the Corps of Engineer 
necessarily by private enterprise. The practice of the Bureau in this re 
avoids full disclosure of a project cost, means the presentation of untric 
ficures and is a deception practiced on the taxpayers 

Will this committee secure an estimate of what that interest cost won 

While no land would be irrigated by water from a Hells Canyon Dai 
contemplated, under S. 1333, that revenues from the project would pr 
financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects in accordance with the 
visions of the Federal reclamation laws. Those laws, as now interpreted, would 
permit the use of the interest component of the power rates as a part of that 
financial assistance. This use has been thoroughly discredited by the Bureau 
of the Budget, by various congressional committees and, where understood, by 
the general public. The use places an improper and unfair burden on the tax 
payer. I protest the approval of any measure which contemplate the use of the 
interest component. Such use is a hidden subsidy and a fraud on the taxpave 
It should not be condoned by this or any other committee. 

The Western abutment of the Hells Canyon Dam would be in Oregon, in Wa 
lowa County. The western abutments of the Brownlee and the Oxbow Dar 
would be in Oregon, in Baker County. Built by the Idaho Power Co. an a) 
tioned value of these dams would be charged with county and school district 
tax rates and thus contribute to the financial well-being of the two counties 
No payments of either sort would be made to these interests from a Federa 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

I have shown that the Federal Hells Canyon undertaking would for too ma 
years deprive the Northwest region of badly needed electric power, it wo 
impose on the taxpayers of the Nation an obvious burden of hundreds of mil! 
of dollars and an undisclosed further burden of tens of millions more, all avoid 
able if Idaho Power builds its projects. 

On June 18, 1952, the day on which that House subcommittee of a Democra 
Congress voted unanimously to postpone indefinitely the Hells Canyon bill of 
H. R. 5743 the gross public debt of the United States was $259,578,835,362. On 
March 29, last week, Tuesday, the day for which, as this is written, the latest 
figures were available, the gross debt was $274,164,836,549. S. 1333 proposes the 
addition of costs that will run toward another billion. It would be an unneces 
sary cost and should not be undertaken. 

The national interest demands the reduction of debt rather than the additio1 
of such an amount as would be involved in the development of the Feder 
Hells Canyon project proposed by S. 1333. 

I think it proper to add that T have no financial interest in the Idaho P 
Co. nor any other Northwest electric utility. 


Senator NeusercEer. Now, who is the next on your list ? 
Coorptnator. Mr. W. A. Thomson, of Otis, Oreg., is the next wit 
ness for the opponents. 


STATEMENT OF WINIFORD A. THOMSON, OTIS, OREG. 


Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman, honorable committee, I am W. A. 
Thomson of Otis, Oreg. I doubt if there are over 2 or 3 in this build 
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¢ that ever heard of me, so I will introduce mi\ self. I was born 

here in West Lynn. I ama native of Oregon and I moved to North 
oln County in 1897 and I believe our purpose here today is to 
whether we like, or | should Say want, the Federal (Grovernment 

build Hells Canyon Dam or not. 

Now. I'd like to point out to the committee that I am twice past 

ster of the North Lincoln Grange and the reason why I am pointing 

t out, sometimes all Grange members _ see exactly alike. 

Now, number one here, 1 would like to point out that our great 
try was built on private enterprise. Now it seems to me like 
[ heard here tod: ay that private enterprise is on trial. We have 

forgotten that we are trying to get a dam built so I suggest, 
us keep it that wily. In other words, have private enterprise if 
sible. And, if built with taxpayers’ money, all would pay. What 
ean by that, all of us all through the United States, but only a few 

mild gain, if any, from the building of the dam. Now anything I, 

an individual, would put money into, I would like to receive som« 

efit back from it. 

If a by the Federal Government, not private enterprise, I know 

t we stand to lose millions of dollars in Federal and local taxes. 

| taxes to me are getting to be quite a problem and I think a lot 


re. 
Now, thinking of how the people of our vicinity, I am speaking now 
North Lincoln County, not as a representative of North Lincoln 
unty but as an individual knowing how a lot of the people con 
North Lincoln County last general election, the voters voted 4 to 

favor of private power. In this partic ‘ular bill they were trying 


annex the central Lincoln County into PUD but the people in our 
end of the county, we found the only thing we would have benefited by 
ning with the central Lincoln PUD, I “would have had to pay just 
| little more for my electricity. 
Benes I think that these dams, if possible, should be built by a 
ivate power. As long as private power can serve us—if they can’t 
erve us then it becomes necessary * get help from the Government, 
| would have no objections to that, but I don’t think that we should 
t private power on trial and try to ruin private power. 
Now, there is one more, this gentleman up here said he had got 
red of listening to these, I can understand it. There is one thing I 
ould like to mention here and I sincerely hope it doesn’t happen, 
iat we take the Hells Canyon and make a political football out of 
t until it becomes this type of electrical generation that would become 
: one ‘te as a model T Ford on a freeway. 
Gentlemen, I want to thank you for this opportunity to be heard. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Thompson. The next wit- 
ess for the opponents is Gen. Thomas M. Robins. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. ROBINS, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Rosrns. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, ladies, and 
ventlemen, my name is Thomas M. Robins. I reside near Portland, 
Oreg., where I am engaged in business as a consulting engineer. I 

appear here today as a private citizen of the State of Oregon and not 
representing anyone because I only wish to express my own views 
n regard to this Senate bill 1333. I can assure you that my remarks 
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vill be very brief, but before I start on my oration, I would like per- 
mission, Mr. Chairman, to read a very short statement by Mr. A. N, 
Scritsmier, manager-secretary of the Multnoma County Drainage 
District No. 1, who has been called away and couldn’t appear 
requested me to read it if 1 may have your permission. I will read 
very quickly. 

Senator Neupnercer. Please go ahead. 

Mr. Rogins. ‘The letter is as follows: 


I wish to call to your mind a few well-known facts, and I believe the majority 
of the patriotic citizens of the United States will bear me out, that privat 
industry and private capital is what has made our country the greatest in t} 
world. I feel that we should continue the trend that has made us 
Wherever possible, private industry should handle all projects. 

In regard to the Hells Canyon project, according to the statements put t 
by the parties promoting this Government project, the cost will run the price 
per kilowatt so high, that in the operation it could not pay its way unless the 
price of power in the Northwest was increased, but the projects that th 
private companies suggested, and are willing to construct, the cost per kilowatt 
would be in a category where they could furnish power at the present price 
level, and therefore would not be a burden on the National Treasury. 

In regard to private companies raising the cost of power, we all know they 
could not do so without a permit from the State and National Power Commis 
sion. In my opinion, our Federal Power Commission is well qualified for their 
job, and no doubt have an engineering staff at their disposal. I believe the de- 
cision on this matter regarding the Hells Canyon project should be left to the 
Federal Power Commission and kept out of politics, as when it is used as 
political football, there are a lot of people kicking that ball around that do not 
know where it is going. 


if 


gre 


MULTNOMAH COUNTY DRAINAGE District No. 1, 
A. N. ScrirsMIER, Manager-Secretary,. 

PORTLAND, OREG. 

Mr. Rogsrns. Getting back to what few remarks that I would like to 
make, because I believe they are substantiated, my statement would be 
as follows: 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Starett, we will go on with your group unti il 
4: 30, then we will go on with the proponents of the bill. That will 
adjust the time equally. General Robins, would you care to proceed 
with your statement where we left off ? 

Mr. Roprs. Construction of a high dam on the Snake River at the 
Hells Canyon site, as proposed in 8. 1333, cannot be economically justi- 
fied and should not ever be undertaken. The cost of such a single- 
stage development of the full head in the Hells Canyon reach of the 
Snake would be more than twice as great than the full head in the 
Hells Canyon reach of the Snake developed under the multiple-stage 
principles In other words, 2 or 3 dams instead of 1 dam. 

The use of a multiple-stage development would provide all storage, 
all really needed storage, in the Hells Canyon reach for navigation, 
flood control, and power production. The cost of power which might 
be provided by single-stage development over that of a multiple-stage 
development, would be greater than it is worth. In other words, the 
cost of the power increment that would be provided by single stage 
development over multiple-stage development is not worth what it 
costs. 

In my opinion, development of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake 
River, as proposed by the Idaho Power Co., is best ads apted to a com- 
prehensive plan of improvement for the ¢ ‘olumbi a River system in a 
interest of navigation, flood control and power development and suc! 
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development would not impose a financial burden on the taxpayers any- 
here inthe Nation. But construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam 
vould be in violation of the laws of diminishing returns and thus 
would impose to the taxpayers of the country a financial burden which 
entirely unreasonable. And for these reasons I certainly think and 
lieve that the Federal Government should not undertake the con- 
truction of a single-stage development in the Hells Canyon reach of 
he Snake River. 

The Federal Government could well go elsewhere and spend. the 
money for useful purposes that will be wasted in building a high dam 
n the Hells Canyon reach. Thank you, very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nreupercer. Thank you, General Robins. Mr. Eugene 

aldwell, representing Empire Industries, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE CALDWELL, COLUMBIA EMPIRE 
INDUSTRIES, INC., PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Catpweii. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee and dis 

nguished guests, my name is Eugene Caldwell, I am a resident of 
Portland and I am vice president and general manager of the Hyster 
Co., whose main offices are in north Portland. Iam representing two 
lifferent organizations here, the first of which is the Engineers for 
Private Enterprise, and by way of explanation, I might state that this 
organization was started a few years ago when there was some activity 
in this area to start a Columbia Valle »y Authority and 1,400 engineers 

| Oregon, Washington, and Idaho felt that that was not in the best 
interests of this area or of the United States and we formed this or 
vanization to combat the formation of a Columbia Valley Authority. 

Now, it is only natural that we should oppose the bill now under 
consideration. In fact, we believe so thoroughly in private enter- 
prise that we advocate that the Government eventually get entirely 
out of the power business as well as all other businesses that private 
enterprise can conduct more efficiently. Now, in the interest of saving 
time, I would like to read just some excerpts from my prepared state 
ment here, Engineers for Private Enterprise, and I will turn the entire 
document over to the secretary. 

(Reads from statement which follows oral testimony.) 

Now next I'd like to speak in behalf of the Columbia Empire Indus 
tries, Inc., of which I am a member of the board. Columbia Empire 
Industries is a manufacturing and business association in Oregon and 
southern Washington and it, along with other organizations, has done 
a great deal toward bringing new industry into Oregon and in trying 
to keep industries here that are here. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ENGINEERS FOR PRIVATE E\NTERPRISI 


1, As the name and title indicates, this association is a firm believer in the 
efficacy of private enterprise. It particularly objects to the Federal Govern 
ment’s entry into any business that can be carried on successfully and more 
efficiently by private enterprise. 

2. We believe the high dam at Hells Canyon should not be authorized. Private 
enterprise can provide power equivalent to that of the high dam, at lower cost 
and in much shorter time without taking money out of the taxpayers’ pocket 
In addition, private development will provide substantial tax income to both 
local and Federal Governments. 
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3. The preponderance of technical testimony at the hearing before the | 
eral Power Commission shows that the cost of the high dam, the power) 
and the additional transmission lines is so high that the project is economi 
unsound. 

4. The proposed high dam can scarcely be classified as a multiple-pur] 
project for the following reasons: 

(a) Its benefits to navigation are negligible and confined entirely to a s! 
stretch of Snake River above Lewiston, which is of very doubtful value 
anybody 


(b) Its flood-control features offer almost no protection to the lower ri 
It was brought out in the Idaho Power hearing that the same degree of 
tection could be secured by a reservoir of one-fourth the capacity of that 
the high dam. The Idaho Power Co.’s plans include a_ 1-million-acr 
reservoir. 

(¢) Its fish and wildlife protection will be far more enhanced by the prop 
3 low dams than by the 1 high dam. 

(d) The high dam will be a positive detriment rather than a benefit to 
gation. It is obvious therefore that any dam or dams built in this st 
of the Snake River will be purely for power and the high dam is a mos 
pensive and uneconomical power project. 

5. Testimony as to stream flow and analysis of the higher deimands 
agriculture indicate that with the continued agricultural development in 
upper Snake, the present inadequate flow would be further depleted and 
the irrigators’ rights in the upper Snake would be in jeopardy. 

6. We offer no objection to public utility districts, municipalities, or of 
local public financing, developing and distributing electric power, but it shi 
be done on a par with private agencies. This group is unalterably opposed 
the preference given to public utility districts, States, counties, municipal 
and certain industries in connection with the purchase of power developed 
agencies of the Government. This preference is inequitable, un-American, 
discriminatory. No individual or group, public or otherwise, should hay 
right to receive a preference under the laws of our Government. 

7. This group further objects to this particular bill and procedure becaus: 
bypasses the Federal Power Commission. Thirty years ago the Congress est 
lished the Federal Power Commission and gave it authority to resolve just su 
questions as have arisen in this controversy. That body should decide the iss 

8. Congress should give earnest consideration to developing nuclear powe1 
plants to the economical stage, so that our electric power requirements w 
met when the hydro potential is exhausted, and leave this hydro development 
decision of its agent, the Federal Power Commission. 


L. E. KurricHanor, Presid: 


TEMENT OF COLUMBIA EMPIRE INDUSTRIES, INC., IN OPPOSITION To 8S. 1335 


To Members of the United States Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Commit 

The board of directors of Columbia Empire Industries, Inc., at their last re: 
lar board meeting, unanimously approved a motion opposing Senate bill 133° 

First of all, Columbia Empire Industries, Ine., is the State manufacturers 
association, with approximately 700 members and their branches, located throug! 
out the State of Oregon and the southern counties of Washington. 

Our principal objectives are: To encourage the sale of Columbia Empire made 
goods ; to assemble data and information of value in encouraging and promoting 
the establishment of new industries and payrolls in the Columbia Empire dis- 
trict; * * * to advance the welfare of industrial enterprises in the Columbia 
Empire districts * * * ete. 

We are opposed to S. 1333 for the following reasons: 

1. We do not believe that the Federal Government should enter into the ele 
tric-power business, or any other business, in competition with the taxpaying 
‘itizens of the country. We are opposed to the monopoly of strong centralized 
bureaucracy. 

2. We do not oppose public power. Where the majority of the people of an) 
district vote to go into the power business, we are not opposed to that. 

3. We strongly favor private power, owned, operated, and paid for by citizens 
engaged in private enterprise. Prior to the time that Federal Government 
entered into the electric-power business in this area, the citizen-owned electric- 
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wer systems kept abreast of the demand. There never was a power shortage 


e are opposed to the passage of 8. 1333. 
Rorert R. McKean, Manager. 
Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Caldwell, may I ask you a 
nen I would like to ask about several statements you made, 
| think you said in your prefatory remarks that you and your group 
colt the Government should get out of the power business which it is 
ow in: Is that correct ? 
Mir. Catpweiu. That is correct. 
Senator NEUBERGER. How would you have the Government do that, 
‘s say at Bonneville and Grand Coulee dams? 
\ivr. Canpweti. Well, I think that the Government should eventu 
. [think I said eventually, I don’t think it could be done immedi- 
ely, but I feel and our group feels that the Government should 
ally dispose of all of its power facilities to private enterprise 
d should also dispose of all the other activities that compete with 
Vate enterpi Be. 
ator NevBERGER. Thank you. I'd like to ask you about one other 
nent. If T recall correctly, when in your printed statement you 
you thought the public power preference groups un-America 
| dISe} iminatory: is that correct ? 
\ir. CALDWELL. That’s correct. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Does it have any bearing on your thinking that 
of the foremost sponsors of that inclusion of pub lic-power clause 
e Bonneville Act was Charles L. McNary, who was for many years 
Republican leader of the United States senate ? 
Mr. Canpwenn. That was before my time in that area, Senator, | 
iw nothing about it. 
Representative Sisk. I think this can be answered with yes or no. 
Is it your opinion on the basis of your statement that the Govern- 
ent should have never developed a single project in this country 
or aided in any way with the de maleieniel of any river in the country 
at any — duri ing its history ¢ 
\Ir. CALDWELL. No; of course not, that is not correct. 
poninenialialie Mercatr. May | ask a question ¢ 
Senator NEUBERGER. Congressman Metealf. 
Representative MretcaLr. In disposing of the powerplants that a 
lready owned by the Federal Government, would you be op pos il 
to selling them to public utilities districts in W ashington, or munici 
ilities or other State public power agence ies ? 
\ir. CALDWELL. I assume that the disposal would be made, pe rh ips 
to the highest bidder in a competitive market for facilities. 
K\epresentative MercaLr. Do you make a distinction between the 
Federal Government in the power business and the State government 
1 & municipality in the power business ? 
Mr. CALDWELL. Yes. 
Representative MercaLr. You make a distinction. You think one 
SW rong and the other is right? 
. CALDWELL, Well, yes, in the sense that anything that competes 
ith ents ate enterprise is against our American way of life and if 
that is a city going into the power business and that, then in that con- 
ection I am op posed to that; yes. 
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Representative MercaLr. Then how would the Federal Governn 
dispose of their plants in a State like Washington where the pows 
operated by public utility districts ? 

Mr. CaLpwe.L. Well, you're asking me what I would suggest ? 

Representative Mrtcaur. That’s right, you have a plan or yo 
wouldn’t have made the suggestion. 

Mr. Catpwett. If we are going to follow private enterprise in t 
country, to my mind we should go the whole way. That is the = 
that to my mind distinguished America from most every other coun 
in the world, is that ever ything we have that can possibly be opera 
by private enterprise have it so operated. 

Representative Mercaur. Then you are opposed to municipal po 
public utility districts, REA, and so forth / 

Mr. Catpwetit. No; I’m not. You’re not understanding me co) 
rectly, ’m sure. I think that the Federal Government—that industry 
needs a great deal of help from the Federal Government in all direc- 
tions and where the Government can do things that industry can’t do, 
I’m in favor of that, of course. 

Representative Mercatr. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Any other questions of Mr. Caldwell? Tha: 
you, Mr. Caldwell, very much. The next witness for the opponents 
Mr. Carey Strome of Junction City, Oreg. The opponents have 
minutes now in this sequence of time. 


STATEMENT OF CAREY STROME, JUNCTION CITY, OREG. 


Mr. Srrome. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen of the Unite 


States Senate committee, my name is Carey Strome. I live at Junctio 
City, Oreg., and I appear on my own behalf. 

1 am a farmer and I live at Junction City, Oreg., which is in the 
upper end of the Willamette Valley near Eugene. I farm 450 acres 
of land located 3 or 4 miles below the mouth of the McKenzie River 
and on the west side of the Willamette River. This is an area of good 
soil, quite thickly populated with good homes and small farms, raising 
high cost specialty crops mostly nuts, small fruits, and vegetables 
for canning. 

I am principally a grass farmer. I farm 300 acres of grass on m\ 
farm largely to help protect my soil against the ravages of the flood 
waters of the McKenzie River. P ropaganda has it that you want 
grassroots opinion here. I just climbed off a tractor and left the grass 
on my farm a couple of hours ago. 

I am here to protect my own interests and to protect what I conside1 
obstructionist action on the part of Senator Morse and Senator 
Neuberger in delaying or not permitting the Congress or its estab 
lished agencies to proceed with the orderly development of powe1 
and flood control in my area of Oregon in particular and the Pacifi 
Northwest in general. 

[ think it is a shame I have to leave my work at a very busy time 
of year for farmers, productive work, and come here at my own expense 
to make an effort to protect my investment, my soil, my interest. 
my well-being. Nothing I can say here will have the slightest effe 
on Senator Morse. He introduced the bill. 

This hearing is doubtlessly legal but in my opinion it is morally 
dishonest. In my opinion, this question is not the physical and 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 337 


onomic structure of Hells Canyon Dam but whether it shall be 
milt by the Government in what a minority group think will be the 
cher for a vast monopoly of electric power and water in Oregon, 
he Northwest, and the United States. As proof of this I quote 
senator Neuberger in a signed article in the Morning Oregonian of 
(pril 3, 1955. 
rhe decision in Hells Canyon is one from which there is no turning back 
established at Hells Canyon, the policy circumscribes our national attitude 
ard every rivulet that runs to the sea. 
do not want to live under the political whim of a group that has 
ntrol of this policy or attitude. One that can control the heat and 
ilities in my home, the power for the factories, the services and the 
rms and the water for my crops and my livestoc! 
In the Sec tion where I live we have two proposed flood control 
ms—Cougar and the McKenzie and Green Peter on the Santiam. 
Kugene Water and Electric Board, a muncipally owned utility, has 
pplied for permission to pay for electrical installation at Cougar 
Pacific Power & Light Co. has applied for a similar partnership 
rreement at Green Peter. With the denuding of the forests on the 
idwaters of these rivers and the lowering of the winter level of the 
Willamette by Look-Out Point Dam, these rivers are becoming in- 
reasingly frequent violent flood sources and are causing millions 
dollars worth of land and property damage and create serious 
\itation and health dangers to the population. Industry is being 
urtailed by flood danger and lack of power. My farm and the city 
f Junction City get the full blast of every McKenzie River flood. 
Farm flood damage is of two kinds. That which is apparent to 
inyone, the washing away of all of the soil down to bedrock. The 
earning value of that much of the capital stock of the user is gone for 
ever. The other type is only apparent to the farmer who husbands 
is soil and its fertility. It concerns only the small part of an inch 
of topsoil which contains a large percentage of the usable plant food 
n the top 6 inches of soil. This is eroded away over the entire area 
flooded by this swiftly moving stream. The amount of wealth lost 
er the years in energy and cash outlay attempting to gain back this 
ost soil and fertility is incalculable. By the same token, an accumu- 
lated saving of this soil and soil fertility would amount to enormou 
vealth to the country. 
Annual new wealth produced by the farmer is perhaps the greatest 
ource of new wealth in the State of Oregon. 
Chese two dams would reduce flood damage in the upper one-half ot 
Willamette Valley to a minimum. These dams have been ap 
roved by every concerned technical agency of the Government and 
e Congress has indicated a willingness to sanction their construction 
on a power-partnership basis. The Senators from Oregon have 
blocked this and are now concerned with a dam on the Snake River 
Idaho. 
l am opposed to Senate bill 1333 for the construction of Hells 
inyon Dam because- 
(1) Lam opposed to the expenditure of public money for the pro 
luction of electricity by any means if it can be done as well or better 
bv private capital. 
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(2) Its construction by the Government will increase the publi 
debt, it will pay no taxes to the local or Federal Government, and jt 
will increase inflation. 

(3) The power is needed. Private capital is ready to build it, 
There is no way of knowing it would ever be built by the Federal Goy- 
ernment. 

(4) There is no proof or indication that the Government-built d 
would produce power cheaper to the consumer. 

(5) Statements and activities of the proponents would indicate | 
is intended as a forerunner to a proposed Government monopoly of 
power and water in the Northwest. I am opposed to a Governn 
monopoly of power and water. 

(6) Iam opposed to the socialization of power in the United Sta 

I am opposed to the socialistic state. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Strome. Mr. Strome, beca 
you made a partial quotation from an article of mine which appeal 
in the Oregonian I am going to suggest this: That this point of 
record the clerk of the committee, Mr, Callaghan, obtain a copy of | 
article of mine, which was written for the North American Ne Wspa} 
Alliance and a copy of the article on the other a of the issue writte 
for the North American Newspaper Alliance by the distinguis! 
senior Senator from Idaho, Senator Dworshak, and that both 
articles appear in the record at this point. You have no objection 
that, do you? 

(The information referred to by Senator Neuberger follows:) 


From the Oregonian, April 3, 1955 
p 


THe HicH DAM—OREGON SENATOR INVEIGHS AGAINST POWER MONOPOLY 
(By Senator Richard L. Neuberger, Democrat, Oregon) 


WASHINGTON.—Hearings will be held in the Pacific Northwest this week by th: 
Senate Interior Committee to decide the fate of one of the most valuable prop 
erties belonging to the American people. This property is a vast river canyon, a 
mile in depth—Hells Canyon of the Snake River, on the Oregon-Idaho borde: 
It contains the finest hydroelectric power site in the United States, Along wit! 
29 other Members of the Senate, I am sponsor of a bill to authorize development 
of the power resources of Hells Canyon with a high dam owned and operated 
by the Federal Government, a dam like Bonneville and Grand Coulee. 

The national administration prefers that the great river gorge be turned 
over to the Idaho Power Co., an absentee-dominated corporation, which favors 
pygmy low-level dams instead of 1 lofty structure that will create a 93-mile long 
lake. Technical data developed at hearings before the Federal Power Com 
mission shows the high dam will produce about 1,100,000 kilowatts of power, com- 
pared with only 680,000 kilowatts by the company dams, a difference of about 
420,000 kilowatts in favor of the Government project. 


FIVE QUESTIONS CRUCIAL 


Five crucial questions are at stake in this controversy : 

1. Will the power resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries—the 
mightiest hydroelectric stream in North America—be tapped for the public or 
for a favored few? 

2. Will power sites in the Columbia Basin be used to full capacity or to merely 
a fragment of their possibilities? 

3. Will the 308 report of the corps of engineers, which is the master plan 
for Columbia Basin development, be followed or will it be abandoned? 

4. Will Columbia Basin kilowatts be available to farmers, manufacturers, and 
homeowners at low cost or at high monopolistic rates? 
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Will the generation of hydroelectric power be accompanied by such addi 
al multipurpose benefits as flood control, irrigation, downstream power 
ing and the protection of wildlife? 
The stakes at Hv-ils Canyon are great. Because of its location in a remote. 
walled chasin, Hells Canyon provides an unparalleled location for a water 
rage reservoir. The huge lake formed by Hells Canyon Dam could store 4 
ion acre-feet of surplus Snake River water. Aside from its value for flood 
ontrol, storage of such a tremendous volume of water would have important eco 
mie effects in the Pacific Northwest because it could be released in winter 
nths when normal river flow is down, thereby increasing the power produc 
nat all generators located between Hells Canyon and the sea 
fhe impact of this stored water has special significance at this time. On 
Morch 21, the Bonneville Power Administration ordered a drastic reduction in 
e power its supplies to 14 major aluminum and other industrial users in Oregon, 
Vashington, and Montana. Reason for the order was that the flow of the Colum- 
was below normal and production from generators had declined accordingly 


FUTURE WELFARE AT STAKE 


The stored water at Hells Canyon is its greatest potential asset. Its beneficial 
cts would be especially important during critical flow periods such as the 
ent one, when the region’s important industrial units are threatened by cur 

ent of operations, workers and their families faced with lay-offs, and the 
ire region suffering the resulting economic loss because of the lack of stored 
er, The small Idaho power dams provide less than one-fourth the storage 
city of the proposed Federal dam. 

rendering the Snake River to the partial development proposed by Idaho 
ver Co. would be especially unfair to future generations. 

e live in an age when energy for industrial fuel is a dominant factor in social 

conomic growth. The Columbia River Basin contains about 42 percent of 
Nation’s potential hydroelectric energy. We have developed approximately 
ixth of the possible capacity. Here is a challenge to American ingenuity and 
izghtedness. Have we the wisdom to carry on the program that will rea 


ill possibilities of this resource? 


leral development of Hells Canyon is especially important to the people of 
which has lagged behind the other Northwest States. One-eighth of 
Us hydroelectric power potential runs unharnessed in the canyons of the 
ke and its Idaho tributaries. If the much-less-than-full-use proposed by 


ho Power Co. is accepted as the yardstick for the remaining sites, only a frac- 
of the potential will be utilized. 
eam skimming by the power company would be a barrier to the industrial 
ture of Idaho, which has 60 percent of the Nation’s phosphate deposits. With 
eap power from Hells Canyon, this ore can be turned into fertilizer badly 
eeded by American farmers. 


PER CAPITA INCOME CITED 


The high rate structure of Idaho’s private utilities has dominated the State’s 
economic life. It is noteworthy that, among the 11 Western States, Idaho ranks 
10th in per capita income. Only New Mexico has a lower income figure. 

Much of the present opposition to Hells Canyon revolves around the slogan 
subsidized power.” Interior Secretary Douglas McKay used this phrase in a 
adio broadcast a year and a half ago to describe Columbia River power projects 
But he failed to add that of all the works financed by public funds, only Colum- 
hia River power facilities have the attractive feature of paying all costs of con- 
struction, all operation and maintenance costs, and interest to the Treasury at 

214 percent. 

In fact, McKay’s Bonneville Power Administration reports the Federal Colum 
bia power system is $65 million ahead of schedule in repaying the Federal invest 
ment. 

The decision on Hells Canyon is one from which there is no turning back. Once 
established at Hells Canyon, the policy circumscribes our national attitude 
toward every rivulet that runs to the sea. Shall we impose a doctrine of inade 
quacy or shall we look to the future, endorsing a physical structure which sym- 
bolizes the meaning of full and comprehensive conservation of natural resources? 





340 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


Tue Low DAMS—IDAHOAN STRESSES NEED FOR WATER-STORAGE SitTES 
(By Senator Henry Dworshak, Repubican, of Idaho) 


WASHINGTON.—Although the average American has heard of the biggest and 
deepest canyon in North America—Hells Canyon in Idaho—few understand the 
current controversy concerning the proposed high dam at the site and the views 
of those most concerned—Idahoans. Much misinformation concerning what a 
high dam at Hells Canyon would mean is abroad. 

I have consistently supported maximum resource development in the Columbia 
River Basin, with emphasis particularly upon upper watershed development. 
I do not believe the way to insure comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River Basin is to contend that Hells Canyon is the only dam which will provide 
Inaximum results. We have available other dam sites such as Pleasant Valley 
Mountain Sheep, Nez Perce, Bruces Eddy, and Penny Cliffs in the upper water- 
sheds. Any of these dams would do as much as Hells Canyon, if not more, be 
cause these dams would not only impound Snake River water but have the addi- 
tional advantage of storing water from the Salmon or Clearwater Rivers. 


STATUTES INVOLVE RIGHTS 


Idaho has four large watersheds—namely, Snake, Salmon, Clearwater and 
Kootenai. Only Snake River water is used for irrigation. This means that any 
proposal to build a downstream high dam dependent entirely upon Snake 
River water will antagonize irrigation farmers throughout southern Idaho. It 
is well to reiterate that the menacing floodwaters do not originate on the Snake, 
but on the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers. Therefore, it is apparent that if a 
multiple-purpose dam is to be constructed to impound floodwaters which subse- 
quently can be used to firm downstream power generation, the dam should be 
built further downstream where the floodwaters originate. 

Both Federal and State statutes safeguard prior rights of the use of Snake 
River water for consumption purposes. This means that there will be constant 
expansion and more reclamation in the Snake River Valley in Idaho. If a high 
Helis Canyon Dam is built at a cost of almost $500 million, it may be necessary 
at some future time to require the preferential discharge of water to operate 
the generating facilities at the dam site. Such action would result in a conflict 
with prior rights in the upper watershed. 

Representatives of water districts and canal companies throughout southern 
Idaho have repeatedly gone on record as being opposed to any downstream devel- 
opment which would jeopardize these upstream prior rights. 


1948 FLOOD IDEAS MISLEADING 


Those who, by implication in talking of flood control, indicate that in 1948 
when there was a loss of life in the Portland, Oreg., area and a property loss 
involving many millions of dollars—that the Snake River and failure to build a 
high dam at Hells Canyon were largely responsible for that tragic flood, are mis- 
leading the public. 

The record shows that most of the floodwaters which had such devastating 
effect in the lower Columbia River Basin did not originate in the Snake River. 
They originated in the Salmon River and in the Clearwater River. In fact, 
five-sixths of the floodwaters which course down the Snake River originate in the 
Salmon and Clearwater Rivers. For this reason, the argument that a high dam 
must be built at Hells Canyon to avert in the future floods such as that which 
occurred in 1948 is a spurious one. 

Summarizing various arguments against this proposed legislation which should 
he developed during the field hearings but which surely will be emphasized at 
the committee hearings in Washington later in this session: 

1. The water resources of Idaho should not be disposed of by other States 
without regard to the wishes of the State of Idaho. 

2. There has been no evidence adduced to demonstrate that the project is 
either economically feasible or desirable from an engineering viewpoint. 


DAM SUPPORT QUESTIONED 


3. The administration has not recommended this project and, in fact, the 
previous administration never did anything effective to institute the project 
during the preceding 20 years. 
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+ This project is so patently political that so-called public hearings at the 
grassroots” are not even going to take into account any technical data, all of 
vhich will later be presented at regular hearings in the Capital. 

5. The proponents of this legislation are seeking to demonstrate a show of 
trength by a great number of cosponsors, many of whom have little or no interest 
n the project. 

6. Actually, the proposal is primarily designed to create a seductive campaign 
ssue for 1956. 

[ believe a serious blunder will be made if the advocates of a comprehensive 
ver development in the Northwest are misled into making an all-out fight for 
Hells Canyon merely because it has been propagandized as the symbol of public 
ower. We must recognize that before any dams can be built in the upper regions 
of the Columbia River Basin, funds must be appropriated by Congress. These 
funds will not be forthcoming unless there is conclusive evidence that water will 
e available to operate the dam after it is built. 


TURMOIL, DISSENSION DECRIED 


I shall be glad to join forces with my colleagues from the Northwest in 
nromoting maximum comprehensive resource development in the Columbia River 
Basin. If we want to build dams which are economically feasible, why do we 
not build them where they will be most effective, instead of creating turmoil 
and dissension among those who have as a common objective the maximum use 
of these natural resources? 

For 20 years the Democrats controlled the executive department and with 
the exception of the 80th Congress also the legislative branch. They did not 
build Hells Canyon Dam during that period. Now they are obviously proposing 
this project as a symbol of the political aspects of public versus private power. 

Mr. Srromr. No, sir. 

Senator Neuspercer. I also would like to call to your attention one 
thing. Inasmuch as you quoted very fragmentarily and very partially 
from my article and you said you were opposed to a power monopoly, 
: would like to point out to you that my article quoted from the New 

York Times, which I believe is the leading newspaper in the United 
States, generally so recognized that this is a fact; that of all ~ 
electric power used 7 the United States 6 percent is generated | 
municipal systems, 13 percent by the Federal Government, and si 
percent by private utilities. Do you disagree with those figures? 

Mr. Strome. I have no reason to disagree, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you say that those figures support your 

view that we are in danger of a Federal power monopoly ? 

Mr. Strome. The proposed plan; yes. If we are to set up a policy 
which will exclude private power and set up only public power then 
we are seting up a public monopoly. I am opposed to private monop- 
olies and I am opposed to Government monopolies. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I think we want to say for the ree- 
ord that I have the highest regard and respect for Mr. Strome’s opin- 
ion and I know him to be one of the leaders of my county, but be 
cause of his comments in regard to an allegation as to what the 
two Senators from Oregon are purporting to have done in regard 
to Green Peter and Cougar, to have inserted in the record at this 
point a copy of the bill of last year on Cougar and Green Peter, 
which will show that the senior Senator at that time fought to 
have both Green Peter and Cougar authorized as Federal projects, 
not as partnership projects. They were authorized as Fed>ral 
projects and he is working this year to try to get some appropria- 
tions to proceed with them as Federal projects. And if: we do 
not go forward with them as Federal projects it isn’t going to be 


because of any lack of effort on the part of the senior Sen: ator and 
62506—55 23 
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I am sure now the junior Senator newly elected will join me, 
there is a great deal of misunderstanding just along the lines of M, 
Strome’s comment here today leaving the impression in my cou 
and down in Lincoln County that these two projects have been aut 
ized as partnership projects which is not the case. They have bee: 
atin ized as Federal projects and what is remaining is the approp 
ation out of this administration for money to proceed to put them into 
concrete, 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE MorsE (INDEPENDENT, OREGON ) INTRODUCING Bits 
FOR FEDERAL POWER DEVELOPMENT AT COUGAR AND GREEN PETER DAMs, Or 


I am introducing on behalf of myself and Senators Chavez (Democrat, 
Mexico), Gore (Democrat, Tennessee), Hill (Democrat, Alabama), Hum, 
(Democrat, Minnesota), Johnston (Democrat, South Carolina), Kefauver (D 
ocrat, Tennessee), Kilgore (Democrat, West Virginia), Lehman (Democrat, N; 
York), Mansfield (Democrat, Montana), Murray (Democrat, Montana), N 
(Democrat, West V.rginia), Sparkman (Democrat, Alabama), Gillette (Di 
erat, Iowa), Hennings (Democrat, Missouri), and Langer (Republican, North 
Dakota), for reference to the Senate Committee on Public Works two bills 1 
authorize construction by the Corps of Engineers of power facilities at Coug 
Dam and Green Peter Dam and the Whitebridge re-regulating dam. 

There are now before the Public Works Committee two so-called partne1 
bills to modify the already authorized Cougar and Green Peter projects so as 
permit non-Federal operation of power facilities. 

In the case of Cougar Dam it is proposed to give the City of Eugene Wate: 
and Electric Board the opportunity to attempt to arrange for operation of 
power facilities and to pay the cost of their construction, operation, 
maintenance. 

The Green Peter modification is somewhat different. While the bill does 
specify the agency which would operate the power facilities and distribute 
kilowatts, it is no secret that the Pacific Power & Light Co. is anxious to be the 
so-called partner. 

The Cougar project would have an installed capacity of 35,000 to 39,000 kil 
watts. Its firm power output would be considerably less. In the case of Green 
Peter and Whitebridge, installed capacity would be in the order of 81,000 kil 
watts. Here again because of comparatively small water storage firm powe! 
output would be much less than the nameplate capacity. i 

These projects were originally authorized as part of an integrated program of 
stream resource development of the Columbia Basin. The engineers have dev 
oped p'ans for power facilities. In the ordinary course of events they would be 
integrated with the Northwest power pool, which has done so much for industria! 
and farm development in the Pac’fic Northwest by providing large blocs of cheap 
power at delivery points at which they are needed. 

The so-called partnership projects would break up the integrated plan for flood 
control, power development and navigation, irrigation and recreation. That is : 
a heavy price to pay for two small projects. % 

I have consistently advocated the Cougar and Green Peter projects because of 
the flood-control needs of the Willamette Valley. It has also been my position 
that these projects should include electric power generation facilities. 

My advocacy of Cougar and Green Peter Dams for both flood control and power 
remain unchanged. I intend to keep fighting for them, as integral parts of the 
comprehensive plan for maximum development of the Columbia Basin on a 
regional basis. 


MR » 


Tapeh 2 


I fear that the so-called partnership projects will not only remove these proje cts ¢ 
from the integrated system but imperil the future of larger Federal projects, i 
such as John Day Dam. - 

Flood-control dams with power facilities require integration of both water- a 
flow with other Federal! facilities and power output with the Bonneville Power & 
Administration in order to achieve maximum efficiency for flood control and g 


power benefits. 

The “partnership” bills would leave the control of water release to negotiation 
between the engineers and the “‘partners” until after enactment of bills. 

Just 2 days ago, I received a letter from the Bonneville Administrator, Dr 
Pearl, in response to my request for a study of power rates to the Eugene Water 
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] d from the Cougar partnership plan as compared with BPA »ooled powel! 


j =< what he wrote: 
cecurate survey or study has been made by Bonneville Power Administra 


omparative costs of power from the Cougar project and BPA. , We have 
| statistics and other information from the city of Eugene which would 











e us to make such a study, but the city informs us that their data are not 
( ficiently finalized to permit them to give us any estimates. We have mack 
; analyses and comparisons but each has been based on our own assum] 
as to costs, plant operations characteristics, etc. of the Cougar proj 
Since these studies are purely speculative, nonfactual and made for our own 
administrative use, we have not released the or used them in any 
vs or conclusions expressed publicly. I assume it is to one of thee studies 


neerely regret our inability to furnish you with any valid analysis or cor 


of the Cougar project with alternate service from BPA Any info! 
give you at this time is not based upon suflicient facts to justify 
re t 
\ ding to the Administrator, the Cougar partnership power costs and rates 
cnown. Until they are, the people of Eugene and indeed the area are 
in a position to make an intelligent choice 
April 7 of this vear the Bonneville Power Administrator lad the autho 
arrange for interconnection and interchange of power among all Fede 
ivate projects in the Columbia Basin. On April 7, the Secretary of Inte 
r withdrew that authority so that power integration from these projects is a 
tter of complete uncertainty 
! s T am introducing provide expressly for interconnection th the 
N iwest power pool and the marketing of electricity under the Bonneville A 
This not only would insure integration with i preservation of low postage 
1 er rates, but would also include the usual preference for publie and 
nol fit utilities. 
The preference provision, which has been basic in Federal power policy for 
50 years, is the chief target of the private utilities. “Partnership” is a conve 
el euns for eleminating that policy from power development. 
Mhe Pacific Northwest needs large blocs of power. Those needs will not b 
I f it is expensive power. The Pacific Northwest needs integration of wat 


and power resources 

We can advance and protect those ends by enactment of the 
Thi mmparatively small additional cost represents a self-liquidating Federal 
investment. Of course, the ratepayers will pay for the necessarily higher cost 
“partnership” power. 

It must be understood that the Korean war caused a no-new-dam-start order 
Nonetheless, tens of millions have been spent to complete Federal power projects 
If this administration and Congress do not act to meet adequately the future 
power needs of the Pacific Northwest, then the people will have an opportunity 
this fall to elect Congressmen and Senators who will. 

These two small projects will require Federal appropriations next year whether 
or not Federal construction or Federal-construction plus patnership bills are 
enacted. They will take several years to build. 

Let us plan and build wisely. Let us maintain the integrity of the regional 
system for maximum development. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the bills printed at this point in my remarks 
and to have printed certain telegrams, letters and editorials which express con 
cern over and opposition to the so-called “partnership” program, 


t 


Drono 


[Ss 3623, 83d Cong., 2d sess ] 


( 
- = (lh 


\ BILL To provide for power generation at Cougar Dam and integration of such facilities 
with the Northwest Power Pool 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representaitves of the United 
‘tates of America in Congress assembled, That the general comprehensive plan 
for flood control, navigation, and other purposes in the Willamette River Basin, 
Oregon, approved by the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, amended by the 
Flood Control Act approved May 17, 1950, is hereby modified to provide for the 
installation of hydroelectric power generating facilities, including the construc- 
tion of re-regulating dams and other necessary appurtenances, at Cougar Dam or 
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the South Fork of the McKenzie River, Oregon, in accordance with the re 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 531, | 
first Congress. 

Sec. 2. The hydroelectric powerplants authorized by this Act to be constructed. 
operated, and maintained by the Secretary of the Army shall be operated in 
conjunction with other Federal powerplants, present and potential, so as to 
produce the greatest practicable amount of power and energy that can be 
distributed through the Northwest Power Pool and sold at firm power and 
energy rates under the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and 1 
Bonneville Power Act 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to ca 
out the purposes of this Act. 


oe 


{S. 3624, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for power generation at Green Peter Dam and integration of 
facilities with the Northwest Power Pool 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United St 
of America in Congress assembled. That the general comprehensive plan for flood 
control, navigation, and other purposes in the Willamette River Basin, Orego: 
approved by the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, amended by the Flood Cor 
trol Act approved May 17, 1950, is hereby modified to provide for the installa 


tion of hydroelectric power generating facilities, including the construction of 


re-regulating dams and other necessary appurtenance, at Green Peter Dam | 
the Middle Fork of the Santiam River, Oregon, in accordance with the reco 
mendation of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 531, Eigh 
first Congress. 

Sec. 2. The hydroelectric powerplants authorized by this Act to be constructed 
operated, and maintained by the Secretary of the Army shall be operated in con 
junction with other Federal powerplants, present and potential, so as to produce 
the grentest practicable amount of power and energy that can be distribute: 
through the Northwest Power Pool and sold at firm power and energy rates unde) 
the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the Bonneville Power Act 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys ir 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carr) 
out the purposes of this Act. 





Senator Nreusercer. Thank you Mr. Strome very much for com- 
ing here today. Inasmuch as the questioning has taken about 5 min- 
utes out of the time of the opponents, I am going to call one more wit- 
ness for them and give her 5 minutes. The next witness for the oppo- 
nents of the bill is Mrs. William Waisgerber of Corvallis, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. WILLIAM WAISGERBER, CORVALLIS, OREG. 


Mrs. Watscerser. Mr. Acting Chairman, members of the commit- 
tee, I am Helen Waisgerber, office manager in Corvallis and former 
adviser for the Inspector General of the United States Army. I am 
appearing here today as an individual. I have a prepared statement, 
which in view of the preceding testimony I will ask to be entered into 
the transcript of the proceedings with my oral testimony. 

Senator Nevusercer. Without objection, it will be included. 

Mrs. Waiscerser. Together with 15 statements attached by other 
representative people of Corvallis, Oreg. I wish to apologize for 
seeking the floor this morning. It was my impression that. parlia- 
mentary procedure was being used. I merely wished to call for a 
point of order on the grounds that the time for hearing for the grass- 
roots to be heard was being consumed to the total time of 25 minutes 
by the author of the bill in rebuttal. No. 2, Senator Morse and I do 
have two things in common. He recently appointed my mother to 








Ay 
> 
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Senate postoftice job in Washington, presumably for her diligence 

| cubservient time a with the Democratic Party. I, too, re 

ect my mother. I appreciate the ap pointment made for her for her 
ork in the party. Our second thing in common is that I, too, have 
anged my party registration. I am now a registered Republican. 
The Honor able Arthur Langlie, Governor of W: ashington. this morn 
see a comprehensive analysis of the power problems in the 

Pacific Northwest, wanted to know the real purpose back of the Hells 
Canyon project as provided in Senate bill 1838. In my humble opin 
Senator Morse has discovered that Senator Ne uberger has found 
ery real life emotional issue upon which to base : campaign. Sena 
Neuberger based his campaign as said earlier by Munroe Sweet 

!, on the pub lie power proposition. Senator Neuberger carried 
ounties out of 36 in Oregon. It is not to be presumed that only 
counties in Oregon would benefit by any type of improvement in 


Corvallis, Oreg., I asked him a question pertaining to taxes from 
ite and public power and his answer was, and I quote verbatim : 
vate power dloes not pay taxes, they collect them.” I know what 

meant. That they do not take taxes out of their net profits but 
t on to the consumer. However, | asked five Democrats |] 


Point 2, when I heard Senator Neuberger speak before a group in 


ieadading 

t great’ hearing that evening as to whether they believed that 
Mountain States Power & Light pai d taxes to the Government and 
their answer was, “No, they did not.” In other words, to explain again 
Mir. Sweetland’s proposition that the people of Oregon spoke in the 

t election. Mr. Neuberger is a good campaigner. He touches vital 

ots and leaves lmpressi¢ ms by omissions and half statements. Also 

ea Mr. Guy Cordon was asked why he did not campaign over a 

ger period of time against Mr. Neuberger’s campaign of more 
than a year Mr. Cordon rephed he was unable to return to Oregon 

unpaign for the reason that Mr. Neuberger 

Representative Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make point of 

rder. IT would like to ask a question whether or not the witness is here 

» testify on the proposition or to condemn some members of this 
committee. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Sisk, I would like to say this, that I appre- 

ate very much your intervention. This will not be taken out of your 
time. [t is my disposition to allow Mrs. Waisgerber to talk as long as 
she wishes and it will be taken out of the opponents’ time. I want to 
say this, that there have been charges made today about the introduc 
tion of politics into this issue and there will be a printed record of 
this hearing and I feel that the record will show who has put politic S 
nto this, and I would like very much for Mrs. Waisgerber to continue 
for as long as she wishes. 

Mrs. WaAIsGerBer. As stated in the opening to the gentlemen from 
Montana to the previous testimony by Munroe Sweetland and others, 
[ am merely following up with an analysis in my own humble opinion 
of their statements. Now then. to go bac ‘+k, Mr. Cordon replied he 
could not return to Oregon to ¢ ampaign because Mr. Neuberger’s 
frie nd, Senator Morse, had del: iyed Congress so long that Mr.-Cordon 

did not have the time to come out here. Now with reference to 
F ederal power. 
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Senator Morse refers to it, and I quote three words from his text 


this morning, “cheap Federal power.” I am unable to reconcile cheap 
Federal power to facts; namely, that our national debt is extr 
high and our taxes are extreme sly high. We have Federal power ony 


because we, the taxpayers, paid for it, so to me there is nothing c! 
about Federal power. It may be cheap to the individual on his utility 
bill but it is not cheap for the general pocketbook of America who are 
paying for Government subsidies. In conclusion, I will just say, a 
paragraph from my written statement that fundamentally Orego 5 
been the conservative State. I do not wish the term “conservative” to 
imply that Oregon is against development. If it is natural resources 
or any other thing except that I believe wholeheartedly that the 
people in Oregon are interested in private enterprise over Federal 
competition with private enterprise in whatever instances private 
enterprise can do the job and serve the people. I thank you for the 
time to have appeared here. 

Representative Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to correct 
the lady. I know on behalf of the great State of Montana, I am from 
the State of California and I feel that I should be recognized. You 
should know that I was born in Oregon, but I spent 10 years in Cali 
fornia, but you missed me. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mrs. Waisgerber. I want to 
state for the record that Senator Morse spoke for 25 minutes which 
was not taken out of the time either of the proponents or the oppo- 
nents. The Governors of the two States spoke for 1 hour and 5 minutes 
between them which was not taken out of the time of the opponents 
wr the proponents. I think that that certainly is eminently fair. 

(The following statement was filed by Mrs. Waisgerber :) 

I am Helen Waisgerber, office manager and housewife of Corvallis, Oreg 
pearing as an individual. 

I wish to submit to the committee the fact that in general the people of Oregon 
have never favored Federal development, ownership or control of any matter in 
instances where private enterprise is willing, capable and able to do the job 

With his primary issue of public power, Senator Neuberger in the last election 
carried only 10 out of 36 counties in Oregon, and without the support of Multn 
mah County, Senator Neuberger would have been defeated. It is not my intention 
to rehash past events but rather to state to you that, in my opinion, this entire 
continuance of the Federal power issue and specifically S. 1335 is being fomented 
by Senators Morse and Neuberger to seek publicity purely and simply over an 
issue which they believe to be an emotional appeal for votes, and not a sincere 
campaign wanted by their constituents. 

I specifically abhor any conduct on the part of representatives of Oregon which 
forces me to draw the conclusion that party politics are being placed ahead of 
State interests and the will of the people. 

Fundamentally, Oregon has been a conservative State, and I believe whole- 
heartedly that its people believe in private enterprise over Federal competition 
with private business. 

(The letters referred to by Mrs. Waisgerber appear in that portion 
of the transcript consisting of the exhibits.) 

Senator Neunercer. The next witness for the proponents of Senate 
bill 1333 is Mrs. May Grant, president of the board of directors of the 
Benton-Lincoln Electric Cooperative. 


Sepa 


em Bs 


aT VU 


Be 





wW 
wen 
“J 


HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON ‘ 


STATEMENT OF MRS. MAY GRANT, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, BENTON-LINCOLN ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 


Mrs. May Grant. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am a sim- 
e country woman and this is my first appearance before such a dis 
nguished group of people and so large an audience so if I sort of 

ummer will you bear with me?’ Iam appearing today in behalf of 

Benton-Lincoln Electric Cooperative membership and myself. 
My home is in the Big Elk Valley—150 miles from Portland, 36 miles 
from Corvallis. I live on a stock ranch in the foothills where we raise 
beef cattle and sheep. My husband was born and raised there; it has 
een my home for more than 50 years. 

| was elected to the board of directors of Benton-Lincoln Klectrie 
Cooperative in 1946 and have served as president for 5 years. The co 
( peratives serves six counties—Benton, Lincoln, Marion, Polk, Linn, 
ind Lane. We have approximately 1,500 miles of line serving approxi- 
ately 4,700 consumers. Our cooperative has grown from a very 
mall beginning into the realm of big business. It was formed, like so 
many others, by a group of farmers seeking a better wa of life. Mr. 
Fave Barclay, still serving on the board, called a meeting of a few 

ghbors in his home down in the Alsea Valley back in 1938 and from 
this meeting, many other meetings followed. Finally in 1940, the co 

operative was incorporated and the first few miles of line were 
energized. 

The directors and management of our cooperative realize the grow 
na necessity of a continued source of low-cost power so we can attract 
ndustry to the Northwest. With industry will come more people. 
We know the farms alone cannot pay off the indebtedness. 

We know that Hells Canyon is a symbol of our program—it is a 
part of the master plan of the Northwest power pool, and if we lose 
Hells Canyon, the first link in the chain is broken. 

At a meeting of the members of our cooperative, at which approxi- 
mately 1,000 members were in attendance, a resolution was unani- 
mously adopted supporting a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

I look at this need for the multipurpose dams built by the Federal 
Government using our own little valley as a yardstick. In 1938 we 
had a quiet httle farming community; one small sawmill employing 
about 15 men and selling the output locally. Since Benton-Lincoln 
Klectric Cooperative energized their lines in 1940, we have 2 large 
mills employing 120 men in the mills and the logging woods. The 
2 mills marketed 16 million feet of lumber in 1954, shipping it all over 
the world. The payroll for 1954 exceeded $500,000. The stockmen 
sold feeder lambs and steers in 1938. Now with irrigation, it is pos- 
sible to feed out the steers and lambs. 

_ But I feel most deeply about the standard of living of our people 
in the so-called fringe areas in comparison with 15 years ago. I 
stumbled around in the dark for more than 50 years—filled and 
trimmed kerosene lamps every day of the most of those years. We 
drove 15 miles to the nearest telephone and 36 miles to the nearest doe- 
tor and hospital. There have been many of these trips that ended 
in tragedy. Now, thanks to the REA program, we have telephones 
through the Pioneer Telephone Cooperative, financed by the RTA. 

These things have been made possible by people who believe in each 

other and by cooperative effort, have built a better way of life. The 
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fact that we have had an abundance of low-cost power brought t: 
by Bonneville at a reasonable rate and that up to this point, 1 
power has been available when needed, has made it possible fo: 
to meet the demand of industry. That is why we will not settle fo; 
less than the full development of our water resources that will 
tinue to bring us low cost power, thus making it possible for us 
continue area coverage. 

I said I would like to speak for myself if you will bear with me 

few minutes. I would like to say that I represent the little people 
and believe me committee, they are legion. All of us, I think look- 
ing at you people perhaps you have all been born under the blessing 
of electric hghts so you can’t imagine what it is to reach over and turn 
a switch for the first time and flood your life with lightness. I hia 
had that thrill. So in your deliberations think not only of the mult 
purpose dams as to pro and con private and public power, but t! k 
of the little people out on the ends of these lines because if we lose 
the multipurpose dam, ladies and gentlemen, the first that will go will 
be the little people out on the end and that is where I am and so many 
of my people are; so in your deliberations turn out the lights, put a 
coal oil lamp on the table, and then make your decision. Tha 
you. 

Senator Neunercer. I think Mrs. Green has a comment. 

Representative Green. Mr. Chairman, I would like to compliment 
Mrs. Grant on her very fine, logical and sincere presentation. I think 
it was outstanding. She inserted into the picture something which 
it seems to me is a real picture of the American way of life. 

Mrs. Grant. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you Mrs. Grant. The next witness for 
the proponents of the bill will be State Representative Robert Steward 
of Baker County in the Oregon State Legislature. Evidently Repre 
sentative Steward is not here and the next witness is Albert C. UlI- 
man of Baker, Oreg. Mr. Ullman, before you begin your testimony 
I would like to present for our official record the statements of three 
.- leaders which they wish incorporated. A statement by Mr. E. 
A. Bird, secretary of the Portland Metal Trades Council, statement 
of Volney Martin representing the Portland Central Labor Council 
and the State Building Trades Council, statement of Clell Harris, 
executive secretary-treasurer of the District Council of Carpenters of 
Portland and vicinity. I present these for the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF E. A. Brrp, SECRETARY, PORTLAND METAL TRADES COUNCIL, AND 
MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD OF THE PacriFic CoAst METAL TRADES 
COUNCIL 


The Pacific Coast Metal Trades Council, representing approximately 350,000 
workers of the metal, chemical, and aircraft trades, has taken action in support 
of the Federal all-purpose dam at Hells Canyon. An unlimited amount of power 
is needed in the metal-trades industry in Oregon and Washington to maintain 
and create employment opportunities for these workers. A great number of 
metal-trades industries and the chemical industry are now suffering from a short 
age of power and will continue to suffer until a great number of power projects 
are completed. 

One of our main difficulties is a shortage of power caused by low water in the 
Columbia River, particularly in the winter months, and it is necessary that a 
continuous amount of power be available for those metal-trades industries to 
operate. When a shortage of power exists in the Columbia River area, it is 
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ecessary for some of these industries to curtail production, resulting in serious 
nemployment for metal-trades workers 
When World War II began, a reserve of electrical power existed in the city of 
rtland and the State of Oregon due to the completion of Grand Coulee and due 
that reserve of power, the production of ships for the defense program was 
tstanding. The records of the shipbuilding industry in the city of Portland 
ring that time was extremely helpful in the war effort. Since that time, many 
e consumers of electric energy have come into the area, which has used up 
reserve of power which was available at the beginning of World War II. 
\ilany metal-trades industries are desirous of expanding their production, but are 
able to do so because of lack of power. This has resulted in a serious unem 
oyment problem among the metal-trades workers in this area. It is our opin 
n that an all-purpose dam should be constructed in the Hells Canyon so that 
iter can be stored during high-water periods and be released for the produc- 
on of power in dams farther down the river which may be short of water during 
e low-water periods. The Pacific Coast Metal Trades Council, recognizing this 
lation, has taken action requesting the Federal Government to proceed with 
purpose dam in the Hells Canyon area. 


- EMED OF VOLNEY MARTIN, REPRESENTING THE PORTLAND CENTRAL LABOR 
COUNCIL AND THE STATE BUILDING TRADES COUNCII 


Phe Portland Central Labor Council representing 75,000 members, and the 
egon State Building Trades Council representing some 50,000 building trades- 
n, have gone on record again and again for the construction of a multipurpose 
n Hells Canyon. The first resolution passed by the State building trades 
cil was passed a number of years ago and this position has been reiterated 
practically every convention held since that time. The State building trades 
neil holds two conventions a year and the promotion of a multipurpose dam 
Hells Canyon has been one of the very important actions of the State building 
ides ever since. 
The natural resources of the State of Oregon are limited, being principally 
mbering industry. Timber is a diminishing natural resource since timber 
es not reproduce nearly as fast as it is cut. Therefore some new industries 
be made available to provide employment for the workers of Oregon. The 
State building trades council believes that the development of the power re 
ces of the Columbia River and its tributaries will do more to provide em 
vinent for the workers of Oregon than any other method that can be found. 
Since the only source of power in the State is water power its development 
fore becomes paramount 
We believe that a high dam can provide storage water and the storage facilities 
provided by the high-type dam are equally important. A high dam at Hells 
Cunyon will store water when the river is in flood due to melting snows and 
lis water can be released when water in the river is low, to increase power 
production so that a more uniform rate of power will be available. We believe 
at any other type of dam except a federally built multipurpose dam will waste 
3 part of the power potential which is possible in Hells Canyon. We do not 
believe that any of the power potential in Hells Canyon should be wasted and 
the location of the contemplated multipurpose dam is one that could be built 
re cheaply because there are no farms or developed area in its vicinity. For 
that reason the Portland Central Labor Council and the Oregon State Building 
nd Construction Trades Council favor the construction of a multipurpose high 
dam at Hells Canyon. 





5 STATEMENT OF CLELL HARRIS, EXecUTIVE SECRETARY-TREASURER OF THE DISTRICT 
y COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS OF PORTLAND AND VICINITY, AND SECRETARY-TREASURER 
OF THE FAR WESTERN CONFERENCE OF BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES 
COUNCIL 


The District Council of Carpenters of Portland, Oreg., composed of 14 local 

unions of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, AFL, 

iz has advocated the construction by the Federal Government of a high, all-purpose 
4 dam in the Hells Canyon area, ever since the 308 report of the Army engineers 
was first made. A carpenter is usually associated with lumber and lumber 

qj products ; so it is natural that we would be interested in more and cheaper power 
that factories could be built in Oregon to fabricate the lumber produced here. 
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At the present time we find that lumber is shipped from Oregon to all parts of 
the world, fabricated, and then shipped back to Oregon for use. Millwork from 
Southern States and plywood from Japan are classic examples of this practic 

We are also much interested in having the storage facility of a high Hells 
Canyon Dam. It is our understanding that water could be stored to be released 
during low-water periods so that the Bonneville, McNary, and other dams could 
produce power sufficient to keep our factories running during times, such as 
this period of curtailment because of low water. There is enough unemploy- 
ment at this time of year without adding layoffs because of power shortage 

The Far Western Conference of Building and Construction Trades Cou 
whose membership is composed of State and local building trades councils, cha; 
tered by the Building Construction Trades Department of the AFL, and operat- 
ing in the States of Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, and Arizona, 
representing approximately 1 million building tradesmen, at their meeting in San 
Francisco, Calif., held November 27 and 28, 1954, unanimously passed a resolu 
tion declaring their belief that a high all-purpose dam, located in Hells Canyon 
would be of great assistance in providing employment for building tradesmen, 
and would encourage investment in manufacturing plants using products of the 
West in all of the Western States and particularly in the Northwest. It is the 
opinion of the far-western conference that we must have an expanding economy, 
and unless electric power is available in the Northwest areas such manufacturing 
plants will not be built as there is no coal or oil in the Northwest area available 
for power. The Far Western Conference of Building Trades, taking cognizanc 
of this situation have declared themselves for full development of all the 
natural resources of the area of which the multipurpose dam in Hells Canyon 
is probably the most valuable. 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Ullman. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT C. ULLMAN, BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Avserr ©. Uttwan. Mr. Chairman, it is a real honor and 
privilege to appear before this distinguished committee. I feel rather 
humble after the most sincere testimony of Mrs. Grant. I am Albert 
Ullman, a private businessman from Baker, Oreg. There has been 
considerable speculation as to why I am still a private businessman. 
I would like to say that it is probably due to the fact that I am a poor 
politician. However, since 1949 I have been in the middle of the Hells 
Canyon fight. To try and save this great Snake River resource | 
helped organize the Hells Canyon Development Association in Baker, 
Oreg., in 1949. I am still president of that group. In 1951 I called 
a regional meeting to organize the Idaho-Oregon-Washington Hells 
Canyon Association, and in 1953, I, with others, issued a similar call 
for the organizational meeting of the National Hells Canyon Associa- 
tion. Our fight has been the people’s fight to save the greatest re- 
sources of eastern Oregon and southern Idaho from piecemeal eX- 
ploitation by a powerful private monopoly. 

We have been subjected to the most scurrilous type of abuse from 
the spokesmen for the monopoly. It has been a people’s fight against 
one of the most powerful special-privilege groups in the history of 
America. 

Now the matter is in a final showdown. Either the region and the 
Nation will capitulate to the grasping monopoly overlords, or Con- 
gress will act to authorize the comprehensive plan on the river, in- 
corporated in 8. 1333. 

The statement was made that this 500,000 kilowatts reserve that was 
left that this was going out of the State of Oregon. I come from the 
Snake Basin of e: stern Oregon, the Hells Canyon area, and I want to 
tell you now that we in eastern Oregon need this power and we will 
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rht to get our fair share of it for Oregon. The impression was also 
¥t here that the Mountain Home irrigation project authorization was 

‘luded in this bill. That is completely erroneous, the Mountain 
Home irrigation project is not authorized in this bill. There has 
en a statement made about John Day Dam and about Libby Dam 

d I ean tell you that the people of eastern Oregon are complete sly 

favor of the John Day Dam and the Libby Dam because they are 

o incorporated in the comprehensive river studies of the Corps of 
\i my Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. There has been lots 

alk about the different cost estimates of Hells Canyon, and I want 
ell you that the official ¢ at is $356 million, approximately the same 

John Day Dam will cost or Libby Dam will cost. Now, I have 

pared engineering studies of both Libby and Hells Canyon, which 
ite that Hells Cc anyon is even more feasible than Libby even 
hough both are needed. Why should we fight to spend the same 
mount of money up on the Canadian border when we here in Ore on 

ld be benefited so much by the John Day Dam. Now, I want to 
express to the Congressmen, particularly from Montana and Cali- 
fornia my sincere thanks and appreciation for your coming out here 

nd attending these hearings, and being so diligent to listen to the 
facts and the opinions of the people here in Oregon. 

This committee heard the ridiculous water rights arguments put 
forth by the big farm and chamber of commerce interests in Boise, 
idaho. The nature of those arguments will only emphasize to the 
committee the extent of the propaganda influence of the power com 
pany insouthern Idaho. ‘This is their pathetic plea : 

here is no language you can put in the Hells Canyon bill to protect water 

ghts because the Federal Government can take the water regardless of the 
laranties in the bill. 

This false water rights argument is but an example of the big-lie 
technique at work in southern Idaho. 

Another example of the big-le technique is the tremendous national 
idvertising program being carried on in the national periodicals 
against Hells Canyon by the Idaho P ower Co. and its associates. In 
1952, and again this year, we see full page advertisements with pictures 
of Hells Canyon, leadlines, and headlines intended to deceive the 
American pe ople as to the purpose and the nature of the Hells ¢ anyon 
project, using such words as “favored class,” “special privilege,” 
“subsidized power,” “un-American,” and indicating that somehow this 
is socialistic and wrong. 

Why should the ratepayers of America have to foot the bill for 
such false, misleading propaganda, setting forth a doctrine that is 
undermining the stre1 ‘ngth and defense of America by dividing our 
people and s sabotaging our resources ¢ 

This committee heard it re peated again and again in Boise that you 
should leave this decision to the Federal Power Commission. 

Since when has the Federal Power Commission usurped from Con- 
gress this prerogative of determining the fate of our great interstate 
waterways? Since when has the Federal Power Commission usurped 
the authority to give away one of our greatest remaining American 
defense resources? 

The Federal Power Commission is not qualified, able, or even will- 
ing to determine our defense requirements. It has thrown out of the 
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hearings all consideration of regional development and mineral 
phosphate utilization. 

There are millions of tons of phosphates, of copper, of iron, of 
chrome, of manganese, and many other strategic mineral ores that 
will only be developed if the Snake River is harnessed through a 
high I ‘ederal dam, making c heap power available to the Snake Basin, 
and which will lie forever dormant if the private power monopol\ 
has its way on the river. Yet the Federal Power Commission has 
not and will not take into consideration this factor so vital to the 
future of our Nation. 

It is time that Congress acted to restore its prerogative of deter- 
mining the fate of this great waterway so fundamental to the future 
defense of America. 

Why should the Idaho Power Co. be given complete control, domi- 
nation, and ownership of the falling water in the main stem of one 
of our greatest rivers? The question that I think all of us—I know 
that I would certainly sympathize with the power companies in 
developing the many small tributary sites that it has in Idaho. 
There are many, many sites. It has already filed on three. We call 
for quick power. Let the power company go to those sites and develop 
its power. They have their sites that more equally meet the demands 
* the power company in Idaho. Why should this power company be 
granted license in the main channel clear down stream outside of 
the service area ? 

Why should this 90-mile stretch of river, rugged and undeveloped, 
marked by nature, man, and God for a great multipurpose develop 
ment be given away for isolated, single-purpose, piecemeal and 
inadequate plans? 

Why should the 308 Review Report of the Corps of Engineers, the 
official document authorized by Congress and encompassing 20 years 
of study, be thrown out the window? 

Why should expediency, politics, and predatory economic grasping 
be allowed to eliminate a comprehensive plan for the people and the 
Nation ? 

Why should the fundamental doctrine laid down by Theodore 
Roosevelt that our great multipurpose rivers be set aside for Federal 
development be eliminated for the primitive theory that river resources 
are “spoils” and should go to the highest bidder? 

Those are questions that this committee will have to decide because 
if it fails to act, the Federal Power Commission is ready to move 
for the power interests. 

I wish each of you could go with me into that great canyon. As 
you travel down through the broad and undeveloped reservoir area, 
the canyon draws in and gets steeper and steeper, and finally there 
at the entrance to the majestic Grand Canyon of the Snake are the 
sheer walls of one of the finest natural dam sites on the face of the 
earth. 

You are at the Hells Canyon site. 

You have passed the so-called dam sites of the power company 
without knowing they were there. 

I wish you could go down with me into the Hells Canyon. TI invited 
your chairman, Senator Murray, from Montana, to go with us from 
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stern Oregon down highway 86 into the canyon and visit the site 
of this great dam. 

If you could view this great wonder of nature you would certainly 
agree with me that if we “fail now in our duty to our fellow men, if 
we allow these greedy private overlords to have their way, th: aut little 
dirt-fill dam there in the shadow of the towering cliffs at Hells ( ‘anyon 
will stand for all time as a monument to the shortsightedness and the 
grasping selfishness of man. Thank you very much. . 

Senator DworsHak. One question plea ise, Mr. Ullman, do I inter- 
p ret correctly your statement or is the implic ation only there that you 

re charging that the irrigators in the Snake River V alley from Ore- 

to the W yoming line, ‘f: ming approximately 21% million acres of 
a can be fooled or duped in any way by any pressure groups or 
private utilities in reaching thei ‘ir conclusions that under the constitu- 
tion and under the statutes of Idaho and our Government, they have 
the right to safeguard the use of those waters in the Snake River for 
prior use prim: arily for irrigation? Do I understand you as making 
any all rations or Cc th: arges th: at the Vy are not qui alified to reach cone lu- 
ons without having their integrity assailed by a man who could not 
even command the respect of the majority of the voters in your own 
district last November? Are you, sir? 

Mr. Untman. Senator, I am in pretty good company in losing my 
race, I remember a number of rather important figures in American 

story who have lost political races and I don’t feel that it is at all 

nsult to my integrity. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have lost some myself, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uniman. I was particularly proud that the people of my county 
ind the county of my opponent voted so overwhelmingly in my favor. 
I fe It i it was worthwhile because of that. I am not challe neging any 
body’s individual prerogative and I have spoken many times down in 
the State of Idaho on the Hells Canyon issue. | find that there is a 

at unanimity of opinion and phraseology on the part of the people 
there on this question of water rights and I would like to inter ject in 
record at this time, the testimony from a gentleman who came over 
ere from Baker County with me, ‘Mr. Ed Story, who is in the audi- 
ence and won’t have time to appear, but in his testimony he looked up 
the provisions for water rights in the C. J. Strike project in southern 
Idaho and the Idaho Power Co. project, and we can only presume that 
ie same phraseology will be used. In section C 6 it said: 


eal 


©) (6) The licensee agrees that should the project works be damaged or the 
ver output of the project be reduced by subsequent upstream diversion of the 
waters of Snake River by the United States in connection with its irrigation and 
conservation program, then the United States shall have the option, in full settle 
ment of any and all claims by the licensee, of paying such damages as the licensee 
hall then be entitled to receive as a matter of law, or of acquiring the licensee’s 
roject in the manner provided by the act. 


Now the farmers in eastern Oregon are very much more concerned 
about what is going to hi appen to ‘their water if it is given to an out 
of the State power company, what is going to happen to it if it is given 
to the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation which has deve loped 
so much of our arid land in the West. 
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Senator Dworsnak. You haven’t answered the charge that 
into your statement. I want to know whether it is there or not, t 
you are charging the irrigators of 21% million acres of land i 
Snake River Valle *y of southern Idaho with being unduly influens 
or pressured in some way, so that they are not qu: alified to reach in 
gent conclusions concerning the safeguarding of their water rig! 
Can you give me an answer on that ? 

Mr. Uttman. You are assuming that the Idaho irrigators are un 
mous in that opinion and I have talked to hundreds of the irrigato, 
in southern Idaho and southeastern Idaho, who have a contrary ¢ 
ion and I respect their opinions equally. I am not challenging 
one’s integrity, but I am charging that the farmers of southern Id 
believe that their water rights are going to be taken away from thi 

Senator DworsuaK. You do believe then that they have a sacred 
right and responsibility to safeguard those water rights against en 
croachment. By private utilities, the Federal Government, o1 
other agencies / 

Mr. Utiuman. That is absolutely correct and I respect and admire 
and will fight for that right absolutely. 

Senator Dworsuak. Thank you. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Ullman, may I ask you a question. Is it not 
true that section 2 of Senate bill 1333 reads as follows: 

The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not confi 
with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other bene 
lticial uses whether now or hereafter existing valid under State laws of the up- 
stream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

Mr. Uttman. That is correct Senator Morse, and I don’t know any 
words in the English language that can better project and preserve 
those water rights which I consider so sacred to the farmers of the 
west. 

Senator Morse. Is it not also true that the United States Supreme 
Court in the famous case made very clear in its decision that those 
rights could not be taken away by the Government ? 

Mr. Utitman. That is correct, it was so stated in the Congressional 
Record by the Congressman of that district. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you Mr. Ullman. I am now going to 
give the proponents 5 additional minutes due to the time lost during 
the questioning as I did earlier when we questioned witnesses on the 
other side. 

(The following is the statement of Ed Storie filed by Mr. Ullman:) 

I am a farmer from the Snake River drainage basin of eastern Oregon. 

I am here today to fight for the Snake River, which is your heritage, my heritage 
and our children’s heritage. We want a high Federal dam at Hells Canyon and 
we don’t intend to sit idly by and let it be given to a monopoly. 

The Idaho Power Co. will expand and will continue to be guaranteed a profit 
after Hells Canyon is built, as they and all other private utilities adjacent to 
other Federal multipurpose dams have expanded and prospered. If we producers 
of food were guaranteed a profit and had no concern for the consumer, we would 
not care if it cost $1,000 to raise a steer, or $50 to raise a sack of spuds. 

I am an irrigator of the Snake River Basin. I was at the Boise hearing Mon 
day and heard a lot of malarky about the Federal Hells Canyon high dam dé 
priving all of us farmers of our water. I don’t see how any thinking person 
could be fooled into believing that a dam storing water during flood stage would 
impair anyone’s water right. We, the shovel wielders on this great irrigation 
project are far more worried about what will become of our water rights if the 
Idaho Power Co. gets control of the Snake River. 
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| ask you to refer to the order of the license for project C. J. Strike of the 
» Power Co. 

(6) The licensee agrees that should the projects works be damaged or 
power output of the project be reduced by subsequent upstream diversion 
he waters of the Snake River by the United States in connection with its 

tion and conservation program, then the United States shall have the op- 
u full settlement of any and all claims by the licensee, of paying such dam 
as the licensee shall then be entitled to receive as a matter of law, or of 
ring the licensee's project in the manner provided by the act.” 
t's not put ourselves in the position where the farmers and taxpayers have 
uy this precious water back again. Let’s build the high dam and save the 
er for all of us. 


STATEMENT OF DAVE EPPS, SWEET HOME, OREG. 


Senator NeuBpercer. The next witness is Mr. Dave Epps. 

\ir. Epes. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, and delightful 

ests. I want to disagree immediately with the friend of the chair- 

in, Senator Ne uberger and with all the friends of all the gentlemen 
ting in this aisle here. This front row who come from Benton 
ounty. These two people let me think that you people were not wel- 
ime here in Oregon. I want you to know that I am happy to see all 
of you. This is the most wonderful thing Oregon has ever had. At 
‘ast it is the most wonderful thing that has happened since Senator 
veuberger was elected to the Senate from Oregon. 

My name is Dave Epps. My domicile is in Sweet Home, Oreg., 

ere | own and operate 2 furniture stores that were founded after 

y 2 years’ service in Italy during World War II. 

\y appearance here today in behalf of Hells Canyon Dam is not 

otivated by any selfish interest. I simply believe that the greatest 

od for the greatest number will be achieved by the Federal construc- 
tion of the dam. I want cheap power and I want Hells Canyon Dam. 

For the life of me I can’t understand how our former Governor, 
a McKay, now our Secretary of Interior, could have behaved 

e has with regard to our Federal hydroelectricity gener: ated in the 
Pag ific Northwest. His statement, quote “I don’t think it’s right to 

ubsidize power out in my country” unquote, made on October 23, 
over a radio program just doesn’t square with the facts and he should 

iow it. His early retirement to his Cadillac business will be a good 
thing. The 1954 report of the Bonneville Administration disclosed 

iat the repayment of capital investment for BPA is $55,400,000 
head of schedule. Does that sound like a Federal subsidy ? 

\nother point I would like to make concerns the unfairness of the 
o-called one-party press that conveniently becomes the “private power 
press” when the vested interests of the power monopoly are attacked. 

I don’ believe that the people get a fair shake. Almost all of the 
ews is colored to favor the private utilities. This I know. If our 
press would confine its protection of the private utility companies to 
the editorial pages and let the people read all of the news there would 
be no question as to how the people would decide. 

Now you people here in Portland get a metropolitan press, as a rule 
| think it is quite fair. Get down the valle *y in the sm: alt towns where 
ihe power companies dominate the newspapers, then you just wonder 
how the people do as well as they do on the information they get 
ind I think the people of Oregon should be congratulated for think- 
ing as Clearly as they have in the last few years, especially in the 
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election of Senator Neuberger. In conclusion I would like to n 
a quotation from a speech made by a great American, Senator Ro! 


M. La Follette: 


The supreme issue involving all others is the encroachment of a power 
few upon the wrecks of many. 

Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. If you will leave your statement with t! 
reporter. I should like to say that I am very shocked and sad to rm 
port that Mr. Winford Thompson, who was one of the last witnesses 
in the sequence for the proponents of the bill and who was in the be 
of the auditorium has passed away. I think it shocks all of us he 
We can only be somewhat glad that before his death he expressed 
views that he believed and evide ntly meant a good deal to him and | 
know I speak for all the members of the committee regardless of the 
political affiliations and beliefs on this issue and the entire staff of 1 
committee that we express to his survivors and family and friends ow 
deepest and most heartfelt sympa vy and we are terribly dis tressed 
and sorry that such a thing has happened here and I think perhaps 
it may give us somewhat cause to consider the things which seem so 
significant at the moment and seem so great to us are perhaps not t! 
eternal problems after all and Lam distressed to have to pass this infor 
mation on to you. We will continue with the hearing and with this 
sequence of time the proponents of the bill have about 7 more minute 
The next witness is Mr. Howard Morgan, who is chairman of the 
Democratic Party of Oregon. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD MORGAN, CENTRAL LINCOLN COUNTY REA 


Mr. Morean. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Howard Morgan: I live at Monmouth, Orege. Lam a farmer, 
I am a member of the Central Lincoln County REA, and in my spare 
time I am the chairman of the Democratic Party of Oregon. I wish to 
talk to you on two aspects of the Hells Canyon bill which is pending 
before you. 

First, Pd like to, and the bulk of my remarks are made as an indi 
vidual farmer—I'd like to talk a little bit, this is an informal state 
ment, and I'll not hand you a typed copy for the record—I'd like to 
talk a little bit about the farm that Lown. My farm is about 700 acres. 
It was first homesteaded in 1849 by a gentleman named Daniel Boone 
It has been farmed steadily for 106 years. It is located in the heart 
of the Wallowa Valley, less than 20 miles from Salem and less than 
20 miles from Corvallis, within 3 miles of United States Highway %, 
the main coastal route. ‘ 

Power was first supplied to this farm in 1949 after 100 years of 
horse-powered agriculture and hand milking by kerosene lantern. I 
repeat that this is the first time that any electric power was supplied to 
that or any of the surrounding farms located in the heart of one of 
the most productive agricultural valleys in the United States. Power 
was brought to that farm by Benton Lincoln REA. What was re- 
sponsible for the delay? I think the members of the committee know. 
By law, REA’s are restricted to operation only in the fringe areas 
which have been bypassed, the so-called fringe areas which have been 
bypassed by the private power companies. In our case, most of the 
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farms in that area are rather extensive. Many of them have livestock 

d they aren't as dense in location as the power companies would 

eto have. Therefore, private power companies refused for many 
vears to provide power there at rates which the farmers could afford 
9 pay and use in quantity. 

lhe present situation in this area where there is more than a mile 

f transmission line for each customer is as follows: 

I use electric power upon every concelv: able farm task, as do all 

my neighbors, and I pay almost precisely the same rates as are 

arged for urban consumption of power in the city of Portland where 
ere are dozens of power consumers in every city block. Irrigation 
power has multiplied the productivity of my ranch by not less than 

\) percent above its dryland capacity. I asked a team of experts, 

icultural experts, to survey that farm and give mea plan of opera 

| based on full use of 90 acres of irrigated land out of the 700 and 
bwied. here is what the results are. 

In terms of carrying capacity of livestock, irrigation makes pos 

ble a 500 percent increase in the number of animals that that farm 

carry. A gross income 7 times the gross income as a dryland 
farm. A net income 4 times the net income as a dryland farm and 
budget of expenses 4 times the previous gross income, all of which 

ll be spent among merchants who supply me with farm machinery 
rrigation, fertilizer, clothing, and food which farmers purchase. 

You say this is a fine break for me and for any other farmers fortu 

ite enough to be located in an REA, and it is beyond any question 

ut very little of the productivity of the land stays in any bank ac 
ount or that I or any other farmers are the real beneficiaries—the 
her real beneficiaries are the businessmen in the rural towns. The 
men who deal in farm machinery, fertilizer, building materials, irriga 
| pipe, automobiles, trucks, ¢ ‘lothing, and food in the towns nearby 

M has been said that the bill before you represents a clash between 
private enterprise and socialism and that private enterprise is at st: she 
ere in this bill. Now I am not a Socialist and I never have been and 

either are my fellow members of Benton Lincoln Cooperative and 
| don’t know any socialist farmers in the State or Oregon, but I do 
how many farmers who are very sure that there is more private 
‘nterprise In Oregon since the advent of public power than there ever 
vas before, and let me make it plain that this is true of every phase 
of business life in our State including the private utility industry 
tself. The members of this committee ought to know that one of 
the leading private utilities of Oregon, a firm now so prosperous that 

is clamoring to be allowed to install its own generators in a dam 
iat will be built by the Federal Government, John Day Dam—that 
ompany was bankrupt and in the hands of receivers when a Demo 
ratic Congress and President rescued that company and the private 
‘nterprise economy of the Northwest by beginning the great Federal 
iam construction program at Bonneville some 20 years ago. That 
isa fact, Mr. Chairman. 

In the light of that fact you may well ask yourselves who are the 
enemies of private enterprise / The thing that Benton Lincoln and 
other REA’s and PUD’s have done for farmers and for the business 
en of the State of Oregon was done entirely because of the public 
power program, and flowing out of the increased productivity has 
come a great rebuilding of private enterprise here in Oregon. 


62506 55— 24 
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Now, you can’t build a prosperous private-enterprise system on t 
and high cost power, but you can build it on hard work and low-c: 
power and that is what we have been doing in Oregon for over 
vears. Now, those are my comments as a farmer. They are 
technical testimony, but I believe them and I believe that m 
thousands of farmers in both politic: al parties believe them, too. 

Now. I want to make one brief comment as an official of the De) 
eratic Party and that is this: 

I have been the chairman of this party, the Democartic Party 
Oregon for more than 3 years. We do not tell members of the Demo 
eratic Party what to do, think or what to say or where to go. We de 
have that kind of a party. Maybe you are familiar with Will Rogers’ 
famous remark, he said, “I’m not a member of any organized part 
= a Democrat.” But it is my job and has been for more than 3 

‘ars, to try to find out conse ientiously and be guided by what thy 
me aie rs of my party are thinking, what they believe, what they w: 
and what interests and causes they would like to help advance in 
public life here in this State, and I have tried and as honestly an 
conscientiously as I can to investigate and find out. 

I want to tell you that it is my honest opinion, which I am willi: 
to state in public and be subject to public correction if I am mist: tein: n. 
that the rank and file membership of the Democratic Party in th 
State, numbering over 402,000 people, are so overwhelmingly in favor 
of Hells Canyon bill which lies before you that the minority opinion 
on this subject, if there is a minority opinion in the Democratic Party, 
is so small that I have been unable to come to any realistic calcula 
tion of how small the percentage is. I know I am being very con- 
servative when I say that more than 80 percent—and I repeat that is a 
conservative estimate—of the members of the Democratic Party in 
Oregon are behind this bill enthusiastically; and based on public 
opinion surveys, the most accurate of them in this State, and con- 
versations with many Republicans, I also state publicly, and I am 
willing to stake my reputation on this, that not less than 25 percent, 
more probably somewhere around 35 percent of the registered Re- 
ublicans, of whom there are 404,000 in Oregon, also are in favor of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very muc ‘+h, Mr. Mor gan. The op- 
ponents of the bill will now have until 5: 45, which is just under a half 
hour to conclude their testimony. Then we will finish this hearing 
in Portland with 15 minutes from the proponents and that will wind 
us up, so the next person on Mr. Starett’s list for the opponents of the 
bill is R. V. deWeese of Portland, Oreg. Is Mr. deWeese here? 


STATEMENT OF R. W. deWEESE, ELECTRIC STEEL FOUNDRY C0., 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. R. W. peWeese. Mr. Ch: uirman and honored Congressmen, as 
a private citizen, I am here appearing in behalf of a medium-sized 
Portland business, the Electric Steel Foundry Co., and also in behalf 
of my own personal views. 

The Electrical Steel Foundry is a company that has existed since 
1913 and it utilizes electric enery as a very critical part of the product 
which it manufactures. As again a private citizen, I am deeply con- 
cerned about the apparent bad reputation which the word “private” 
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eems to have in the generation of ae eee I believe pre tty rey. 
in privately owned enterprise, in privately owned farms, in pri 
at tely owned law practices, and generally in the value of wie ite 

chts, particularly when they are spec ifically covered and accom- 
inied by sound le gisl: ation to assure and to protect pub slic interests. 
Now, it appears to me that during the latter part of this tesimony 
at we have perhaps departed pretty badly from the issue before us, 
hich i the bill 1333 and we have perhaps obstructed the true issues 
reference to rural electrification, monopolistic practices, so I hope 
‘ll be forgiven if my comments are brief and are restricted specifically 
to the issue on which we have requested hearing. 

Fundamentally, I oppose the construction of a high dam on the 
Hells Canyon for the following reasons: 

Congress has twice rejected the construction of a high dam be 
ause it is not a soundly conceived propoasl. Areas of doubt regard- 
ng many phases of its construction still exist, and there are many 
other Federal power proposals that would prove to be a wiser expend- 
ture of the taxpayer’s dollar. 

2. T am afraid of the dangers of centralization of the Federal 
Grovernme nt and the e xpi msion of Federal control over tributaries of 
the major navigable rivers of the United States. It would be to the 
dettiaeal of the States and regions involved to have the Federal 
(government in Washington, D. C., virtually control every stream that 
flows into the Columbia River. The power developments on tribu- 

aries should be a logical field for private enterprise even though the 
streams themselves may be defined as navigable. I believe from my 

areful study of all of the available material that a series of low dams 
on the Hells Canyon section of the Snake River will lead to a more 
efficient use of our water resources and that the power generated will 
be at lower cost to the ultimate consumer. 

3. In my opinion, the advantages of the private power proposal 
for low dams on the Snake River are many. One isa far lower initial 
cost with no drain upon the Federal Treasury. A second is the fact 
that the private project will contribute an equal number of payroll 
i ars to the State of Idaho and its surrounding areas, and will also 

: very substantial taxpayer. 

The high dam would probably not produce any power whatso- 
ever r for a period of 8 to 10 years, and by that time the demands for 

igation on the upper reaches of the Snake will be so great that they 
vill seriously draw upon the total water resources of that watershed. 
ven now, irrigation in effect regulates the flow of the river and vast 
ireas of land will continue to be reclaimed for cultivation, using the 
water of the Snake for irrigation. 

The ultimate cost of power generated by this high dam is likely 
to ie many times that of the existing rate of the Bonneville system. 
Under these circumstances, Congress ‘and the American people should 
seriously question the expenditure of so many hundreds of millions 
of dollars when steam generation from natural gas may be less than 
2 vyearsaway. To meet the power needs of this growing area, natural] 
gas may offer a far more logical solution than a high dam whose total 
cost would be difficult to estimate. 

6. From the information which T have read, the high dam would 
be of little value in flood control. Even in 1948 the floodwater from 


) 
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the Clearwater River and the Salmon River were of vastly great 
effect upon the flood conditions of the lower Columbia. They ente: 
the Snake far below the proposed high dam. 

7. Last but not least, 1 beheve that the fundamental economy of t 
United States is based upon free and private enterprise within t 
framework of fair legislation enacted by the States and Federal Gov- 
ernment. I do not believe it is the province of the Federal Gover 
ment to compete with private business where private capital can di 
an honest and capable job. I believe that an issue is being made of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam that involves many factors other tha 
engineering and economics. 

I have not attempt d to refer to engineering calculations or to the 
conflicting claims that are advanced both for and against these pro 
posals. I think that the determination of whether this data is correct 
should be the responsibility of the Federal Power Commission. |i 
should not be settled in hearings such as these when many may not 
understand the data completely or may not have complete access to 
the essential facts of the issue. Frankly, I am not enough of «a 
engineer to be sure of the data or to understand it entirely. Thank 
you. 

Senator Necpercer. Thank you, Mr. de Weese. 

CoorptinaTor. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lamb, and Mr. McCaslin had t: 
leave and Id like to file their statements along with Portland Cham 
ber of Commerce and several others who have to leave and Walte: 
May will be our next witness. 

Senator Neusercer. Very well, you are filing the statement of t] 
Portland Chamber of Commerce in opposition to the bill. 

(The statements of Frank E. McCaslin for the Chamber of Com 
merce of the United States and the statement of the Portland Chambe: 


}e 
I 


of Commerce, filed by the Coordinator, are as follows. The other 
statements referred to appear mn that portion of the transcript ‘0 
sisting of the exhibits.) 


My name is Frank E. McCaslin, I am president of the Oregon Portland 
Cement Co. of Portland. We serve the lower Columbia River Basin area frou 
two plants, at Lime and Oswego, Oreg. 

I am director of the Portland Chamber of Commerce. Previously I have 
served as president of the Portland Chamber of Commerce and the Pacifi 
Northwest Trade Association. 

I appear before you today in behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, of which I am a director and chairman of the natural resources con 
mittee. T am also a member of the chamber’s construction and civie develo] 
ment committee 

The national chamber is opposed to the principle of Federal construction of a 
dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River. 

Instead, we recommend that hydroelectric power from the Snake River be 
developed according to the terms of the Federal Power Act, which permits the 
Federal Power Commission to decide which applicant should be licensed An 
application for a development license by the Idaho Power Co. is now pending 
before the Federal Power Commission. 

This position of the national chamber arises from membership policy state- 
ments arrived at by majority vote of the organization members—loeal, State. 
and regional chambers of commerce and trade associations. Individuals and 
private firms have a voice in policy determination only through organization 
*fliliation with the national chamber. The private electric companies in the 
United States represent less than 1 percent of the nearly 20,000 business mem- 
bers of the national chamber. 

The organization members of the national chamber repeatedly have expressed 
the view that any invasion by Government into the area of private enterprise 
weakens the foundation and threatens the existence of a free economy. 
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< principle applies directly to proposals for Federal construction of the 
s Canyon Dam. Such a Federal dam is unnecessary because a private devel 


nent program can be undertaken which will be more beneficial to the people 
this area and to the Nation 
Extensive hearings have been held by the Federal Power Commission to exam 
e the proposal of the Idaho Power Co 
\t these hearings expert witnesses testified that : 
1. The company program will develop the full economic potential of that po 
f the Snake River 
The company program provides an immediate and substantial contribution 
power requirements of the region. 
Power can be produced from the company dams at lower cost than fron 
Federal dam. 
The three-dam program of the company provides adequate water storage for 
production. 
The company program satisfies the other purposes of flood control, navi 
and recreation as required by the Federal Power Act 
The company plan is feasible, economic, and soundly engineered 
Congress has authorized many projects that have produced worthwhile 
nefits in flood control, irrigation, water supply, pollution abatement, and navi 
It never has and never should authorize a Federal dam purely for power 
! ‘s. The Federal Hells Canyon Dam is primarily a power project and a 
stly undertaking for the Federal Government 
Commercial production by the Federa! Government of hydroelectric power 
ades the field of private enterprise and takes tax dollars from all the people 
ibsidize the electri: bills of few. The National Chamber rejects the “yard 
theory of Federil power rates. Experience during the past {0 years has 
n that Federal power generally has been sold at below the cost of produc 
Therefore, some »eople have come to believe that Federal power is cheap 
hereas actually many items of power cost are either neglected or subsidized by 


taxpayers. 


{ 


he fact is that Feceral power rates are low only because cost-allocation 
s, interest on borrowed funds, and tax payments are far below those re 
l under private enterprise. 
With a private concern ready and able to provide this power from the Snake 
River, there is no need for the Federal Government to undertake this project as 
posec in S. 13835 and similar House bills. Furthermore, the Federal Govern 
sheuld not do so for the following reasons : 
The high Federal dam would increase Government spending and borrowing 
The high Federal dam would destroy sources of tax revenue by creating 
free facilities which would be tax-producing under private ownership. 
Government operation would result in discriminatory electric-power rates 
etween different groups of citizens. This is true because preference in the 
ile of Federal power is provided in section 8 (b) of S. 1833. 
The Chamber of Commerce of the United States believes that conservation and 
ontrol of the waters of the United States, although in the national interest, 
re not the exclusive function of the Federal Government. On the contrary, 
hat which can be accomplished by private initiative should be so done, and 
it which requires collective action should be done at the lowest governmental 
evel practicable. The Federal Government should aid local governments and 
he States in the conservation and control of waters and itself engage in such 
ivities only when the collective action of the whole Nation is necessary for 
ccomplishment of the objectives. 
In view of the present status of the private development application before 
the Federal Power Commission, the National Chamber suggests that this com- 
ittee take no action on §S. 1333. Instead, we suggest that development of the 
Snike River be accomplished in accordance with the orderly procedures estab- 
lished by Congress in the Federal Power Act, which his stood the test for 35 


years, 


STATEMENT OF PORTLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


The Portland Chamber of Commerce, through its long history of promotion 
the commercial, agricultural and industrial potentials of the Columbia River 
Basin, has always been in the forefront of any movement that would create 
bs for people who live here or wish to live here and would lead to an economic 
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utilization of the water resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
purposes of power generation, irrigation, navigation, flood control and recreati 

Our support of the early reclamation projects in the Northwest, coupled w 
our land settlement program, was an important aid to the eventual success 
these early reclamation developments. The promotion of the 35-foot mini 
depth channel to the sea, the construction of Bonneville Dam before World VW 
Il, and our full-fledged support of low-cost hydroelectric projects such as M 
Nary, the Dalles, and the Willamette Valley dams attest to the success of 
efforts to promote all economically feasible projects for the utilization of « 
water resources, 

The high Hells Canyon Dam is the first hydroelectric project on the Columl 
River system that our organization has found necessary to oppose. 

On March 26, 1952, with full approval of our board of directors, the Portland 
Chamber of Commerce inserted the following statement in the record at 
hearing before the House Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
Washington, D. C. on H. R. 5743, which is similar in many respects to the bills 
introduced in the present Congress authorizing the Hells Canyon project 

“The Portland Chamber of Commerce is not satisfied that the Hells Canyon 
project is economically justified. Furthermore, our organization believes th 
development by local interests should be encouraged and when local enterp! 
is willing to undertake large-scale power developments it should be permitted 1 
do so. The Idaho Power Co. proposes to construct low head dams on ft} 
Snake River including one at the proposed Hells Canyon site. The compa 
will build these projects without any drain on the Federal Treasury, and coi 
stantly pay taxes to both the Federal and local governments. For storage pi 
poses, other projects are available which would serve more downstream plat 
and be much more valuable to the Pacific Northwest than the Hells Canyo: 
project. Any appropriation for the Hells Canyon project would be at the ex 
pense of Federal projects now under construction, thus delaying their completi: 
and prolonging the existing power shortages.” 

Since our testimony in 1952, the Federal Power Commission has conducts 
long and comprehensive hearings on the application of the Idaho Power (\ 
for permission to construct three projects on the Snake River which will dé 
velop 602 feet of head, provide 1 million acre-feet of usable storage and hay 
power production facilities with an installed capacity of about 800,000 kil 
watts. These three projects will cost not over $150 million and will supply 
prime power both at the site and downstream, for the people of the Columbia 
basin area in a total amount of about 670,000 kilowatts. A great mass of tes 
timony was presented at the hearings on every phase of the question and it is 
hoped that some decision on this case will be handed down by the Commissio1 
within the next few months. 

It is the opinion of our organization that the Federal Power Commission is 
eminently qualified to render a decision on this case based not only on the e1 
gineering and economic feasibility of the Idaho Power Co. development plan but 
also on the adequacy of the proposed development from the standpoint of utiliz 
ing a natural resource in the public interest. 

We need more power in the Pacific Northwest, and need it in such large quai 
tities that we should encourage the investment of development dollars fron 
every available source. Idaho Power Co. is ready, willing, and able to add some 
800,000 kilowatts to our regional power supply within a very short period of 
time. The Federal Power Commission can be trusted to see to it that the pr 
posed development meets the proper standards. 

In view of the National Government’s serious financial problems, we fear it 
would be many years before the Congress would see fit to appropriate more than 
$400 million to actually build a high Hells Canyon dam, even though authorized 
We know how difficult it has been to get much lesser amounts of money from 
the Congress for projects offering more substantial benefits. 

We urge that nothing be done which will obstruct the prompt and much needed 
development of the power potential of the Snake River by people who are 
prepared to go forward now with the construction of new generating facili- 
ties for the service of the region. 

In view of these circumstances, our organization wishes to reiterate its pre 
vious stand in opposition to authorizing the Hells Canyon project for construc 
tion by the Federal Government and recommends that S. 1333 and the identi- 
cal House bills 4719, 4730, 4739 and 4740 be tabled by the committees of Congress 
now considering them. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER W. R. MAY, EDITOR, OREGON VOTER 


Mr. May. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is 
Walter W. R. May. I am editor of a series of books published by 
Production Surveys, Inc., and I am associate editor of the Oregon 
Voter, a weekly magazine of public affairs review. 

The committee should know that I have no vested interest in any 

vate, commercially financed public utility and in no industry that 

es electric power, I am opposing the proposed legis: ition on Hells 
von for the following reasons: 

For 40 years, as a citizen, I have worked for the deve lopme nt of the 
umbia River and its tributaries and 20 years ago I was manager 
he Portland Chamber of Commerce when that organization took 
- leadership in research and financing that enabled this community 

to p yrovide information used by the Congress in authoriing and ap- 
ropriating money to build Bonneville Dam as a power project. 

\t that time we had opposition to Bonneville as a power project 
im Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes. The Portland Chamber 

of Commerce, through my office, provided Senator Charles L. MeNary 

d Represents itive Charles H. Martin with information used against 

s resistance and that of other less informed persons, to obtain a 
program for the Bonneville project that would include hydroelectric 
power development, power being the factor that could jus stify it as an 

d to navigation. 

Secretary Ickes, who also was Public Works Administrator, was 
opposed to using sufficient funds for a power development at Bonne- 
ville. He was willing to build a low navigation dam only. Informa- 
tion provided by my office through our Washington office, was used to 
overcome this resistance from Secretary Ickes. 

More important, it was necessary to provide information to Presi- 
dent Roosevelt, through Senator McNary and Representative Martin, 
to convince the President that the Army engineers reports and recom- 

mendations were final and sufficiently adequate to warrant actually 

tarting construction of Bonneville as a power project. Power was 
the only factor upon which the engineers could economically justify 
the development. The President was willing to use about $250,000 
for making additional studies. Our position was that no more studies 
were necessary ; that the engineers had completed their recommenda- 
tions; that the project should be started at once and the necessary 
millions appropriated to insure its completion with power facilities. 
‘rom this, you see, I do not oppose Federal development per se. In- 
formation was provided that caused the President to change his view 
and we finally overcame the opposition of Secretary Ickes. It was 
the businessmen of Oregon who provided the money with which we 
worked in that effort. Little or no money was provided by any of 
the now-prominent Federal power advocates. I solicited and obtained 
money from private utilities and all manner of business, to enable us 
to make the researches and prepare the material for Senator McNary 
and Representative Martin to use. No Grange, labor leaders or other 
group now so active for Hells Canyon legislation contributed mate- 
rially to that effort. I want the record clear on that point, for I 
know the facts. 

Incidentally, to depart from my manuscript, because the name of 
Senator McNary has been mentioned, he is not here to clarify the 
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record. It was not Senator MeNary’s only proposal that the prefe 
ence power clause be put in the resolution that was adopted by thi 
Congress. The committee can find the record in Washington. He 
did submit to it under pressure of the public power advoc ‘ates 
(Oregon at the time. 

Now. furthermore, my interest in the development of the Columb 
River and its tributaries goes back far be yond that. As an edito) 
and writer for the Spokesman Review at Spokane and for the Port 
land Oregonian, I wrote and spoke for river development, and late) 
as editor and publisher of the Oregon City Enterprise, I continued 
that work to bring industry into the Pacific Northwest to util Ze 
Bonneville power when it should be available. My interest in Colum- 
bia River development is fourfold; for navigation, for flood control, 
for irrigation, and for incidental power, realizing as many business- 
men do, that by the sale of power from these projects, the vast expend) 
tures for them can be justified economically by Congress for the other 
purposes 

My knowledge of much of the physical area of the Pacifie North- 
west, including Hells Canyon on the Snake River, comes from actu 
ally being on the ground. Iam in favor of necessary Federal develop- 
ment of the Columbia River and its tributaries within the American 
system of encouraging individual enterprise, and particularly of 
those developments for which commercial financing is not available 
and such Federal development would be timely and economically 
justified. I am opposed to the Federal Government creating a situa 
tion that would be a barrier to bringing commercial capital into the 
area to invest and operate under Federal and State regulations, and 
pay taxes. 

The proposed Hells Canyon legislation, if enacted, would not do 
snviine that commercial capital is not now willing and able to do, 
but would be a barrier to bringing new capital into the area. I 
my opinion the Hells Canyon proposed legislation is unnecessary 
the public interest. 

Within the next 20 years the Pacific Northwest, by calculations of 
the United States Bureau of the Census and other students of eco- 
nomics, will have a population growth well above the national average 
Those authorities advise us that the Pacific Northwest, in the next 
» years, will have a population increase of 30 percent against a national 
average increase of 18 percent. Between 1960 and 1975, these same 
authorities predict an additional increase of 25 percent in popula- 
tion for the Pacific Northwest. The growth between 1940 and 1950 
of 32.8 percent would indicate this forecast up to 1975 is logical and 

in be expected to materialize. With such a population growth we 
must have in this area new capital invested in industry and service 
of all kinds. 

One of the imperative needs of the area will be a continuous 
increase in the electric power available for the industries here and 
which will come to make the jobs to support the new population. 
That power, with all of the hundreds of millions committed by the 
Federal Government, is not in sight. 

We have about 6,500,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power now 
developed and about 3 million kilowatts will be available in the next 
5 years as projects underway are completed. After that, no appre- 
ciable power supply is in sight unless we start some projects at once. 
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We have a potential of 34 million kilowatts on the Columbia River 

d its tributaries. Only ¢ 5,900,000 kilowatts have been deve loped, 

lf of it by private, commercial finance ing and half of it by Federal 
or public financing. It is apparent after 25 years of Feder: al develop 
ment of hydroelectric projects in the Pae ific Northwest, with the 

ny millions so spent, that the Federal Government cannot or will 
provide the necessary money fast enough to keep pace with the 
crowth of the area. It is, therefore, vital for us to have more of 

‘development with commercial funds. Federal and State author 
ties and industrial-power authorities estimate we should have proj 

ts underway that will bring in power, additional to any now in 

vht after 1960, and that power should be coming in at the rate of 

half million kilowatts every year for 5 years thereafter. More 
private, local, pub lic, and F ‘eder al projec ‘ts shoul | now be underw: ay 
i the power is to be available. 

\t Hells Canyon on the Snake River commercial funds are now 
ivailable for power development. This private development pro- 
posed in this instance on the Snake River by the Idaho Power Co. 

|| produce power more quickly, we are advised by engineers, and 

less cost, than the proposed Federal Hells Canyon development, 

d part of the power can be available in a few years, whereas the 
Hells Canyon project cannot be completed as quickly. There is no 
certainty, in view of the failure of Congress in past years to provide 
the money for Hells Canyon, that it will now be provided in the face 
of the fact that the Federal Government must yet appropriate a 
ialf billion dollars to complete the projects author ized or now under 
ay. Ieall your attention to the following facts: 

The Government program now authorized but yet to be completed 

th funds not yet appropriated, is important to us, but it cannot 
e and should not be, the complete answer. 

Water is one of the great resources in the Pac ific Northwest but 
ood control is one of the area’s greatest problems. In emphasizing 
this, we should give equal emphasis to the fact that three-fourths of 
the world’s population, and a very large proportion of its wealth, are 
found in areas affected by floods. The final solution to this flood 
problem is a costly one, regardless of how generous a Government can 
be, but the major projects in flood control are generally accepted and 
established as a Government responsibility. On its drawing board, 
or under way, the Federal Government has projects that will cost 
hundreds of millions of dollars for flood control alone, but too little 
money is forthcoming for them. More Federal money for flood con- 
trol, navigation aids, and irrigation will be available if we can get 
commercial, taxpaying money to do what it can do under regulation to 
provide power. 

Exclusive of the limited flood-control factors in the major dams 
ulready built on the Columbia and its tributaries, the Federal Govern- 
ment has authorized a half-billion-dollar program principally for con- 
trolling floods in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, funds for only 

half of which have been actually appropriated. The Willamette 

voee project in Oregon, for instance, essentially a flood-control proj- 
, has been underway 20 years. It is « $431,452,776 undertaking, 

‘I ‘of which is authorized by Congress but for which, to date, only 

$1 76,387,819 has been appropriated up to June 1954. 


| 


{ 
I 
t 
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This means that more than $225 million must still be appropr 
by Congress to complete the authorized Willamette Valley prog 

«lmost 100 percent a flood-control program, with some irrigation b 
fits. Power was added to several of the dams as the project p: 
ceeded. Power is, cient: incidental in the Government program 
the Willamette Valley, and new funds needed are not involved 
serlous controversy. 

The major dams on the Columbia from Grand Conlee to Bonn: 
are not essentially flood- Scoaeal projects, although there is some floo od. 
control benefit in the water stoppage and regul: ition provided. En 
neers say Hells Canyon project is not essentially a flood-control pr 

ct, and Idaho farmers are not agreed it is wise for irrigation purpos 

On the other hand, the proposed Libby Dam, on the | Kootenai River 
at the Montana-British ¢ ‘aalvie border, is an authorized all-Federa] 
project that is a vital flood-control project. It will store 6 millior 
acre-feet of water, and provide 600,000 kilowatts of power. Becausi 
of its large storage capacity, it would also increase the power capacity 
at Grand Coulee, Chief Joseph, McNary, the Dalles, and Bonneville 
Dams on the Columbia. It would cost $263 million but no money is 
yet appropriated for it, and no private capital is willing to undertake 
it as yet. The Government has a direct responsibility there that is not 
present at Hells Canyon. 

Historically, the Government, in the development of its rivers, has 
four basic objectives—reclamation, flood control, navigation, and inci 
dental power. For navigation and most of the flood control, the Go 
ernment pays the cost on a nonreimbursable basis. For reclamatio. 
including irrigation, it shares in the cost with the users of the land but 
actually must pay a large part of the cost. Where a development 
brings ary r, the power users repay practically the entire cost in a 
period of years. The Federal Government must yet spend $3 
billion if its “fall program is completed, and how Congress can work 
Hells Canyon into this program fast enough to be very helpful is not 
apparent. 

In the Pacific Northwest we face a condition and not a theory. In 
view of its other huge financial requirements today, the Federal Gov- 
ernment alone cannot and immediately will not, obviously, put up all 
the money for the development of our river resources quickly enough 
to meet our flood control, irrigation, and power needs. For the last 
several years, beginning long before the change in the national admin- 
istration, it was becoming clear that, if Pacific Northwest development 
was to proceed at the rate required by our growth, the Government 
should create a climate that would again attract commercial financing 
of some of the possible projects. 

There is still another realistic fact we must face. Other areas be- 
side the Pacific Northwest will require and are demanding vast Govy- 
ernment spending. It is apparent the Federal Government, if it com- 
pletes its work underway, will not find funds quickly enough for the 
Hells Canyon project. 

Commercial financing by the Idaho Power Co. projects on the Snake 
River can take the cost of that power development burden off the Fed- 
eral Treasury, which means that the Federal money thus made avail- 
able can be devoted to providing the flood control, navigation, and ir- 
rigation in the overall task. By private development in the Snake 
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ler regulation, we can have more development much faster than : 
were Ry. rely solely on the ap propriations Congress can make 1 
Pac - Northwest with the other areas ¢ alline for Federal cothoue 

\We have found it is just as difficult for Congress to make adequate 
ppropriations for reimbursable facilities as for aa 
roiects. but if the reimbursable projects can be built by commercial 

is under Federal and State regulations, the dollars necessary for 
nonreimbursable projects can be more re adily fitted into the huge 
leral budget and actually appropriated. 

The loose talk about priv: ate development le ading to excessively 

r power rates is not sound. The fact that commercial financing 

f power facilities by private utilities, is possible only upon the en- 

neering assurance that such power facilities will provide power at a 

t comparable and competitive with all-Federal] power, thus insuring 

e ready sale of such power. Commercial money is not so stupid as 
» expect otherwise. The vast Federal de ‘velopment in the Pacitie 
Ni rthwe st has created the yardstick that must be used by any privately 

inced undertaking, and the laws protect the public interest. 

The public is protected in ways other than by regulation. For in- 
tance, our power produci ing y and distributing facilities, private and 
iblic, are integrated into the 4 rast Pacific Northwest power pool, 
tributing twice as much power in kilowatt-hours used, as the all- 

deral Tennessee Valley Authority and our people use nearly twice 
uch per capita as the residents of the Tennessee Valley, at a lower 
erage rate. The private development on the Snake would be a part 

f this power pool just as much as any all-Federal development. 

Summarizing, we know we have power in sight sufficient for our 
rrowth to 1960. Beyond that we need now to be preparing. The 

Pacific Northwest governors’ power policy conference last year pointed 

ut that we should now be starting development on projects that will 
sroduce some 3.000.000 to 3.500.000 kilowatts. so that we can have com- 
ng in after 1960, at least 650,000 kilowatts annually to meet our needs. 

ivate development on the Snake River could be a large factor in 
situation. 

Since we have no assurance that Congress can or will, in the face 

f the Nation’s $275 billion debt and interest charges, and the demand 
‘rom other areas for Federal money, provide to us all the money nec- 
eSSar'y, fast enough, to keep pace w ith the development for which the 


> 


Pacific Northwest is ready, we should get all the private de ‘velopment 
f art « that we can get now. The ‘demand for the Federal Hells 
Canyon project to the exclusion of commercial development is politi- 
lly opportunistic or ideological, with some of its advocates being 
dy workers and enthusiasts. If their arguments prevail, I am 
fraid the Pacifie Northwest will end up without the power it needs 
ind a serious impasse in flood control and irrigation appropriations. 
There are always some who say “Let the Government do every- 
thi ing.” There are always some who believe it is possible to get some- 
hing for nothing. Our duty as realistic citizens 1s to stand up and be 
counted in opposing this fallacy. The Federal Hells Canyon develop- 
ment is just not necessary. If we ve depend on it we won’t get the power 
we need soon enough and it won’t be enough, if, in the meantime, we 


foreclose on the opportunity to get more private taxpaying money at 
work. 
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Finally, there was no evident great public hue and cry for Se 
bil] 1333 from either Oregon, Washington or Idaho, after two refu 
by. Congress to appropriate the necessary money. The oppositio: 
it is formidable. I think. among those who believe under our syste 
of Pane ‘rnment that we must have more commercial financing of 
development, and that the Government has ample power to reg 
this commercial deve lopme nt in the public interest. 

Senator Neuspercer. Thank you, Mr. May. Are there any que 
tions to be asked Mr. May ¢ Id like to ask a question, if | may, 
think you said that Senator McNary, in your opinion, submitte 
pressure when he included a public power preference clause 
Bonneville Act. 

Mr. M \Y. | had a very fair recollection of what occurred, Vi 

Senator NEUBERGER. And you wish to have that statement stan 
the record / 

Mr. May. No: I would suggest that the committee look at the co 
mittee records at that time. If it means anything to you, I know 
the original resolution did not contain the preference clause, but 
cause there was a diiference of our people out here when the mat 
was taken to Washington. and vou know there that in order t 
something adopted you give and take, there was a giving and t 
in that resolution and I almost have a photogrs ap hie picture of. 
original resolution in my mind, but it is available to ie aatataieta 

Senator Neupercer. Isn't it correct, Mr. May, that bill—when Se 
ator M« ‘Nary sponsored it on the floor ag rainst op position, did cont 

. power preference clause / 

Mr. May. It had to before it could get very far, yes. 

Senator NEI BERGER, Didn't you Oppose enactment of the bill Si 
tor McNary sponsored ¢ 

Mr. May. No. 

Senator NeupverGcer. Did the Portland Chamber of Commerce ’ 

Mr. May. It clid not oppose the bill. We worked and raised mo 
to get Federal development. 

Senator Neupercer. I’m not talking about Bonneville Dam, Im 
talking about the Bonneville Power Administration Act which Senato 
McNary sponsored on the floor of the Senate. Did you oppose that 
bill, or not ? 

Mr. May. We did not oppose it entirely, not to my recollection. 
There were certain factors in the bill that we did not agree with as 
private-enterprise organization. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, you won't mind if the committee takes 
notice, at least to include a reference in our record to the hearings 
which occurred at that time of the testimony of various people rom 
Portland on the original Bonneville act, will you ? 

Mr. May. I won't object to you using it because I know a good deal 
about it. There was a good deal of controversy and we woul 1 stand 
against changing the philosophy that had been advanced to Congress 
by the Army engineers and that philosophy was changed. 

Senator Nreupercer. But you still don’t know? 

Mr. May. We maintained an office there to get everything possible 
done to get Bonneville in use and to get industry able to use the power. 

Senator Neupercer. But on the Bonneville Act which was passed 
and which Senator McNary sponsored on the floor of the Senate, did 
you favor or oppose that bill? 
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\ir. May. Well, I'd have to look at the record as to whether we 

tually opposed it entirely. I know we opposed certain features in 
bill. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Thank you very much, that is the only question 

[ have. Thank you, Mr. May. When I asked my question of Mr. 

May, the opponents of the bill still had 3 minutes left for their con- 

iding half-hour. The next witness is Mr. Albert Knapp, of Eugene, 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT KNAPP, SPRINGFIELD, OREG. 


Mr. Avgert Knapp. Mr. Chairman and committee, [am Al Knapp, 
rom Springfield, Oreg., of which Eugene happens to be a neighboring 

Senator NEUBERGER. I’m sorry, I took the list in front of me. 

Mr. Knapp. Due to the shortness of time, I have the prepared state- 
ent of some other people from that area that I would like to leave 

ith your secretary. Also, we might at this point in the hearing be 
ble to say “amen” to some of the people that have talked be fore us, 

t the only thing that I would like to say in behalf of myself, as an 
ndividual, is that the people that I have talked to and the people that 
| class as in the circle that I associate with are getting tired of the 
Senators trying to tell us that what we get from the Government costs 
- nothing. ‘To the best of our knowledge, everything we get in this 
ountry has to be paid for sooner or later by someone. 

Anais thing that I would like to bring up is that it seems to me 

e the Government is discriminating against one industry when they 
say natural resources belong to the people of the Nation. We have 
other natural resources besides hydroelectric power. I happen to be 

the oil business and I believe that the oil of this country is a natural 
resource, the same as minerals that were mentioned here this after- 
oon. If we are going to, if the Government should be in business in 
one e priv: ate e nterpr ise, it seems to me like that they should protect all 
of our natural resources and get into business in all of the rest of the 

atural resources of our country. 

[ thank you. 

The statements referred to appear in that portion of the trans- 
ript consisting of the exhibits. ) 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Knapp of Spring- 
field, Oreg. — concludes the presentation by the opponents of 
Senate bill 1333. The proponents of the bill now have 15 minutes 
intil just about 5 minutes after 6 to conclude their presentation. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, may I offer for the record at this 
point a document which I received from L. E. Egan, vice president of 
the Western Conference of Operating Engineers in support of the 
bill and two statements from Byron C. Brinton, editor of the Record- 
Courier, Baker, Oreg., in support of S. 1333 and a statement from 
Clinton E. Sincleir of Joseph, Oreg., in support of S. 1333 and a series 
of petitions submitted by Mr. Sincleir with the understanding, Mr. 
Chairman, that the resolutions be inserted in the record and the 
ames on the petitions be in the files of the committee # 

Senator Neuspercer. And the number of names will be taken notice 
f in the record of the committee. Thank you, Senator Morse. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


At the Eleven Western States Conference of Operating Engineers he 
Los Angeles in 1953, th lelegates representing approximately 40,000 me 
elected unanimously in f: the Government building a high Hells € 


Dam. 


L. E. EGAn, 
ice President, Eleren Western States ¢ onjeren 


Operating Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF BYRON (¢ BRINTON, Epriror, THI 


I have been a resident of Oregon for more than a quarter of a century and | 
edited this weekly newspaper since 1954 I have been interested since the 
30’s in the possibility that the central Snake River could be incorporated 
the comprehensive plan for the Columbia Basin. I have been completely c 
vinced that this Nation ought to and would match the spectacular natural o7 
tunity at Hells Canyon with an equally spectacular man-made development 
quate to the challenge. I have always been contident that the vacillating 
inconsistent Commercial opposition to this hecessary development would 
defeated. 

In lieu of personal letters, I desire to take this opportunity to commend wit} 
reservation, those Senators in the Congress who have joined with the Senat 
from Oregon in the introduction of the Hells Canyon Dam authorization bill. 

This bill is a crossroads in American history, it is a test of Ameri an ac 
ment, it is a trial in American politics, it is the crucial measure of a nat 
ability to weld its natural tools into a future of new horizons in material 
being and greater security for freemen. 

Some of us work on behalf oft Hells Canyon with a sense of inadequacy 
entered the central Snake River development in the accepted tradition of 
great resource-conservation Americans; but unfortunately we find now that 
must at Hells Canyon also refight old struggles, this time against despoiler 
more powerful than at any time in history. So we must plead diligently 
assistance from statesmen in both parties to rise above the selfish pressures of 
the moment and, with courage, reinterpret the successful American experienc: 
in resour.e stewardship into an equally sound pattern for security and oppo 
tunity for a free America tomorrow. 

It is our hope that the old conservation struggles will be rewon quickly nm 
and a united Congress and administration will resume with renewed vig 
the sound comprehensive program for our rivers that has been libeled so dis 
astrously by a temporary resurgence of economic greed these last several years 

Speciiically, I have supported Hells Canyon high-dam development becauss 
it is technically sound from its proven geological foundations to the highest 
peak of its kilowatt superiority and to its low-cost power integration, and its 
hydraulic coordination as part of a river system. 

I have supported Hells Canyon, of all the great undeveloped projects, it 
proven and ready to go; because it is the logical step in the timetable 
orderly accomplishment of the comprehensive plan with its bonus benefits that 
only public multipurpose development can offer. 

And, above all, I have supported Hells Canyon because it will accomplish 
storage—the essential keystone to the ultimate maximum utilization of water 
not only because it will accomplish it at Hells Canyon, but because it will b 
affirmation of Congress the principle without which the comprehensive plan 
will die. If you cannot justify storage at Hells Canyon you cannot build storage 
anywhere on earth. 

But I have worked also for Hells Canyon Dam because in the progression ot 
this temporary resurgence of economic greed that opposes it we see re-forming 
some of those black clouds which if they grow will plague the American economic 
scene and stifle free American politics for a generation. 

This Congress must not condone the ruthless wielding of economic power 
against an orderly program for our resources; it must not tolerate the co 
mercialization of its basic policy decisions. sut it ought to, in this connection, 
investicate and catalog completely all those activities by which monopolisti 
economic interests have sought through political and public opinion channels 
to dominate the whole life of a region. 

Above all, the Congress must not substitute for proven programs in the publi: 
interest new schemes which will in the first instance be wasteful of resources 
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econd instan’e be reckless by their disposal contrary to the best interest 
community and the Nation, and in the third instance be cloaked unde1 
e of professionally coined and innocent-sounding catch phrases such as 
enterprise” and “partnership,” but in reality be subversively calculated 
e financial and economic empires 
vaste of resources is disgraceful, but cloaked under substitute schemes in 
thwest are the beginnings of the greatest scandal between government 
siness in all history Few, indeed, will be the Members in Congress who 
ant to have had a part in it. 
reat issue involved at Hells Canyon is whether we permit a good project 
defeated by an accumulation of hokus-pokus reasoning and allow a detri 
il and inadequate scheme to be substituted therefor while the region is 
ed by confusion, glowing private promises of mythical rockpiles an 
tright undetected bad faith. 
circuitous reasoning that has delayed Hells Canyon till now is self-evident 
n previous congressional mattters and in the tedious record of the Federal 
r Commission. 
editor has recorded within the span of these very same proceedings th 
ite of inconsistency by which the opponent to Hells Canyon through hokus 
reasoning has argued that the high dam should not be built. 
n this project first went to hearing, in 1947 hefore the Army Corps of 
eers at Lewiston, Idaho, the very chambers of commerce whose opposition 
en dictated declared of the proposed Hells Canyon public investment, and 
te from the record: “There is no positive assurance that there exists such 
and for power at the end of 6 years to justify the expenditure.” And yet 
n this very same case without admitting inconsistency they argue that the 
ind for power here and now is already such as to justify profit taking 
ment. 
quote further, this time from the always obedient Portland Chamber of 
erce testifying officially with an anti-Hells Canyon statement in 1947: “It 
more economical for the power to be located closer to the point of ultimat« 
mption.” Another quotation then, that even little Oxbow, the low dam, 
d “provide a surplus of electric power.” And another that the high dam 
d “flood valuable farmland.” The hocus-pocus continued before the 
gressional hearing on H, R. 5748 in 1952 and the key testimony by the 
sition in the person of a man from this community at Baker was later 
diated by the organization he pretended to represent. 
the most cbvious defi‘iency in the arguments that delay Hells Canyon bigh 
s that complete lack of consistency or validity or specificness of a substitute 
if such a plan were ever made in good faith or capable of fulfillment 
this county at Hells Canyon we trace by easy recollection the substitute 
eme specifically from the 40-year-old inoperative private utility generatoi 
ing at the Oxbow plant, held unused for nearly a half century, to the proposed 
10 million wing dam that was envisioned hastily in the face of Federal planning 
17, then to the promised Oxbow concrete dam itself. Then we went through 
whole dictionary of arguments that a 5-dam scheme was the ultimate in 
ent engineering; and of late you are acquainted with the shotgun 3-dam 
born of the joint political plot between the private utility and certain 
ents of the incoming administration in 1952, 
xcept in the propaganda arena, the Hells Canyon high dam has never had 
alid adversary or substitute. It has no specific substitute now, either within 
ithout the Federal Power Commission record. 
now of no way that the defeat of Hells Canyon authorization in Congress 
d the grant of a private license can be conditioned with guaranties that there 
ld be an alternative development fulfilled, if an equivalent development to 
integrated storage project at Hells Canyon were physically possible in this 
system. 
No one is more aware of the Johnny-come-lately method in the whole pro 
sressive private-utility scheme to block Hells Canyon than we here at the site 
this project. 
) one is more aware than we that significant site and engineering voids still 
in the mythical low-dam plan in spite of the Power Commission hearings. 
ese hearings in the final essence find the adversary to the high-dam pleading 
political asylum and technical leniency while begging outright for engineering 
ce as to what minimum specifications will hold political water. The basic 
k of sincerity on the part of the private utility rests in its inherent interest 


t 
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in defeating Hells Canyon rather than in a historic record of adequate utiliz 
of a resource at this site or of developing a consistent and sincere and pract 
plant to utilize it 

\ most typical example of circuitous reasoning is the one objection to the 
dam much discussed—water supply. Against professed concern over water 
opposition would have you believe that the answer is to give it away, would } 
vou believe that the answer to scarcity is waste and the solution to shortage is 


reckless and uncoordinated use. 

I would like to digress here to relate that the very concern for upstream utili 
gation in our own agricultural valley of the Powder River, which like souther 
Idaho is upstream from Hells Canyon, has been one of the motivating fact 
in our original and continued preference that public-reclamation people be gi 
this multipurpose power-development responsibility in this Hells Canyon regio: 
Our concern over water has been our genuine alarm over the jeopardy of these 
waters through title grants to a private and conscienceless power Corporatio: 
It has been our continued purpose to insist that this admittedly precious water 
be planned for multiple use, be reserved for that use by public control for future 
upstream purposes on the soil, and be coordinated with that use and be aya 
able for its financial assistance rather than be carved up beyond recovery. 

The waterflow figures in another hocus-pocus portion of the anti-Hells Canyon 
record, Within days after the Governor of Idaho and the head of the power 
company testified in 1952 that Snake River was already completely controlled 
they returned home to find the greatest volume in modern times flooding and 
wasting through Hells Canyon to the ocean—followed in 100 days by a power 
drought on the lower Columbia. This is part of the whole record on Hells 
Canyon. 

Much hocus-pocus reasoning has been permitted to become a part of the offi 
cial Power Commission record under political circumstances of which I am sure 
the Congress is aware. 

With the responsible public agencies temporarily converted into a graveyar 
of sound river development testimony, rather than a living exponent for co! 
tinued progress toward building new units of the comprehensive program, 
cannot be said that the Hells Canyon case has been pleaded at all before the 
Power Commission. 

Even if it had been pleaded, the most important decisions must of necessity 
remain the responsibility of the Congress. A Congress that abdicates that 
responsibility for deciding the fate of Hells Canyon must answer for the erro! 

The Power Commission record adequately reveals that the low dams are not 
as good as the high dam and the Commission staff has already observed that 
if Hells Canyon is not built power and flood control and major benefits must 
be achieved somewhere else. The Congress itself must take this showing and 
decide how much less than full development the Nation is willing to accept. 

The Congress itself must decide whether the coordinated plan will be reaffirmed 
as national policy and whether water will be considered as a crucial element 
of national concern. 

The Congress must take from the record of the Power Commission hearings 
those alternate conditions which have been promised on behalf of low dams and 
determine whether this hocus-pocus low-dam game is in reality sending the 
Congress and the people snipehunting. 

The Congress itself must affirm or reject the policy of the administration to 
suspend public programs upon the application of economic interest and which 
has granted economic veto power over a long-established congressional resource 
development program. 

The Congress must insist, where the Commision staff has not insisted, that 
the cost of power and the maximum economic power development be a factor 
in the decision at Hells Canyon. 

The Congress must appraise the official administrative attitude. It must, 
for example, inspect the conduct of the Department of the Interior both in respect 
to Hells Canyon and to its more recent abandonment of its former alternative 
excuse, the Mount Sheep plan for the lower Snake Canyon, to see whether 
or not the Government which previously pursued the comprehensive progral 
now has either the desire or the capacity to administer the resource plan which 
has been the responsibility of the Congress. 

It must, for example, inspect with care the statement by Secretary McKay} 
himself to the Federal Power Commission in withdrawing from Hells Canyon 
Said Secretary McKay in respect to the alleged private three-dam scheme: “If, 
on the other hand, the Commission’s investigation indicate that the surplus 
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would be unmarketable because of the rate at which it would have to be 

then there would probably be no purpose in requiring prompt construction 
a projects.” 

[ see it, however, the responsibility of the Congress at this particular time 
n more far reaching. 

at will be your penalty as a Congress in creating great new areas of diffi 

for subsequent solution in permitting private development at Hells Canyon 
erald a new and confused and disorderly scramble for other segments of the 
mbia and Snake Rivers? 

hat will the Congress do with demands that private dams have an entitlement 
eimbursement for the release of water (public water) ? 

What will Congress do in its relinquishment of surveillance over the delicate 
onship between the public and an admitted unholy element of private enter 
the power trust, as proposed under partnership dams? 

What will the Congress do with the difficult matter of the allocation of costs 

der an always unhappy comingling of private and public investment ? 

What will be the attitude of the Congress when the inevitable faces it and the 
ite utility at Hells Canyon demands tax relief, amortization relief, and sub- 
before it relinquishes its high-cost power into a low-cost pool or, as proposed 

Secretary McKay, when it pleads that rapid development is economically in 

sible, once it has secured its initial rockpile roadblock against the Federal 


What will the attitude of the Congress be when the cream of multiple-purpose 
have been despoiled and the taxpayer must be burdened to accomplish 
essary public multipurpose functions at least favorable and least effective 
ions discarded by the despoilers ? 
\t Hells Canyon your responsibility in Congress doesn’t wait. The Congress 
t exercise its responsibility now to develop this water resource in the right 
If it hesitates for a moment the opportunity will be seized from it. The 
poilers of resources are hungry. And they are on the march. 


4 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON E. SINCLETR, JOSEPH, OREG. 


name is Clinton E. Sincleir. I live in Joseph, Oreg. I have been active 
grassroots level for many years in working for full development of our 
il resources I am vice president of the National Association for Resource 
evelopment I appear before you here today at the request of not only a great 
ber of people from my home State of Oregon, but at the request of a great 
ny people from throughout the entire Pacific Northwest. Their purpose in 
ng me to attend the Lewiston hearings vesterday, and not having sufficient 
e there to testify, to be here today was for the purpose of bringing facts and 
nation and opinions which these people feel are of vital importance to the 
mittee in getting a full understanding of the Hells Canyon project and our 
erall resource development. 
\t this time I have been asked to clarify a statement made at the Lewiston 
irings, Monday, April 4, 1955, by Dean Erwin, county judge of Wallowa 
nty. The statement made by Dean Erwin that he was speaking for the 
nty court and the people of Wallowa County and that they were opposed 
Hells Canyon dam is entirely incorrect He spoke only his personal opinion 
that of one commissioner. Wallowa County for 8 continuous years by poll 
poll has stood in favor of Hells Canyon by 90 percent. The petitions which 
it to you today were left in public places for signatures and not one person 
ng the opportunity of signing them refused to sign. Fourteen people from 
owa County attended the hearings April 4 at Lewiston to verify the above 
tements and the petitions. The people of Wallowa County consider this at- 
pt by Judge Erwin just another misleading attempt by the supporters of the 
ife power companies to mislead the committee 
Most of my statements will be on individual items, so at times the statements 
h I make may not seem to be in an orderly sequence. 
st point I would like to discuss is taxes. Over the last several years, 
hearings vesterday, we heard a great deal about the large amount 
xes that would be lost by the Federal Government developing the hydro 
‘resources of the Snake River and the large amount of taxes that would be 
ned by private development of the resources of this river. 


62506—55—— 
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The ultimate consideration is not the tax returns from plants and tra 
sion lines devel ped in the hydroelectric program which might be carried 
the Snake River but rather the greater tax base which would result fre 
ereater amount of electric energy which would result from a Federal full u 
tion of the hydroelectric potential of the Snake River as compared with a p 
development of these river resources by private power Companies. Give 
choice, the people of Wallowa County much prefer the greater tax benefit 
rived from the new industries, businesses, jobs, and farms, rather than cor 
to contribute a greater share of the revenue from higher meter rates 
would be extracted by the private power company high-cost system. 

({s an example of taxes with high-cost power and low cost, let us take a lo 
the tax records of Spokane County. Before Grand Coulee, Spokane had no » 
manufacturing industry and was dependent on utility taxes for a great 
of their county funds. With the coming of low-cost power, several new 
tries came to Spokane County and last year the aluminum industry alom 
more taxes in Spokane County than all the utilities combined including jx 
railrouds, telephone and telegraph. This tax of the aluminum industry 
not take into account the taxes paid by wage earners, new business and 
inanufacturing made possible by the aluminum industry. All of these tax Ix 
fits could not have been received by Spokane County without the benefit of 
cost power. I would further like to emphasize that the money spent by 
private power companies for taxes, propaganda and huge expense accounts 
derived from the few people in their service area through higher meter 1 

According to our daily paper, we see that Senator Dworshak and Senato 
Welker are greatly concerned about the farmers’ water rights and the am: 
of water in the Snake River. I would like to direct the attention of bot 
Senators and also the full committee to a few ligures taken from three Fed: 
documents. 

1. The Interior Department book named The Columbia River published 
February 1947 and volume 2 of the same book The Columbia River, also know 
as House Document No. 473 published March 1950 and House Document 531 
The flow of the Snake River before irrigation development in southern Idaho \ 
16,800,000 acre-feet. After 2 million acres of irrigation had come into being 
the flow of the Snake River was still 16,400,000 acre-feet. There is a potent 
of additional feasible irrigable land in southern Idaho of 1,500,000 acres. D 
to the geological formation of the southern Idaho plain, it is reasonable 
assume that water depletion which will be caused by the irrigation of thes 
additional acres would not increase the water depletion more than 25 pere 
This would give us a further depletion of another 400,000 acre-feet. Leavi 
the average annual flow of four times as much water as is needed to oper 
the Hells Canyon division In addition I would like to call the gentlemen’ 
attention to a book entitled “Summary of Yearly Discharge at Gaging Stations 
in the Snake River Basin” prepared in cooperation with the States of Idal 
Oregon, Washington and Wyoming. On page 272. in the middle of the first 
boxed chart, you will find the year 19835 which is the lowest water-flow-year 
record in all of the recorded stream-flow records of the Snake River. T! 
vear at the Miller Dam, the flow of the Snake River was 112,700 acre-fe 
Milner dam is the last diversion dam for irrigation above the Thousand Springs 
area. Now, I would like to direct your attention to page 274, the second boxed 
chart on that page about two-thirds of the way down, you will find in the year 
1985 the flow of the Snake River at the Oxbow gaging station which is the 
closest gaging station to the Hells Canyon site, the flow of the Snake River 
was 8,512,000 acre-feet or more than twice as much water as is needed fi 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

The opponents of the high dam proposal argued at the Lewiston hearings on 
April 4, 1955, that although the law authorizing the dam contained a clause 
which would protect present and future upstream irrigation farmers, that the 
water rights of these upstream irrigation farmers could be taken away by 
amending the appropriate law. Successful operation of any democratic form 
of government depends upon the vigilance of its citizens. If the people of 
this area are not vigilant of this area, selfish self-seeking groups would attempt 
to have the law amended which would take the water rights away from thé 
upstream water users. 

A great majority of the speakers for the private power companies continually 
refer to low-cost power as subsidized power, that it is better to let private 
industry develop power because it puts up its own money, than it is for th 
Government to develop power with tax money. These spokesmen would hat 
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believe that low-cost power is subsidized by tax revenues. I would like 
refer the committee to the book, Fifty Years of Reclamation, financial report 
the Nation’s stockholders in 1902-52 and also the 1954 financial report of 
» Bonneville Power Administration. Upon examining these books, you will 
= we have, that these developments have paid back to the Federal Treasury 
‘ onev invested in them along with interest and in the case of our develop 
onts in the Pacific Northwest, they are from 8 to 9 years ahead of schedule 
their payout period together with the interest. After they are paid out 
will continue to return money to the Federal Treasury to create new 
ealth or reduce the national debt. 
We have been charged with socialism Let us look at the record In 19440 
private power monopoly had a pool taken on several questions. ‘Pwo of these 
estions were as follows: Are you in favor of public power? Fifty-four percent 
the people said “Yes.” Question No. 2, Do you believe in socialism? Sixty 
percent of the people said “No.” When the results of this survey were tabu 
ted, the private power monopoly discovered they had a slogan that might be 
essfully used to keep the people from developing and using their God-given 
tage. All they had to do was tie multiple-purpose development of our rivers 
ialism and they might get enough gullible people to accept this slogan and 
inge public opinion in their favor. To date, they have not succeeded. 

We hear a lot about monopoly. But let us take another look at the record 

| public, municipal, and co-op power utilities amount to about 83 percent of our 

wer. Now we ask you, who has the monopoly ? 

We are told by the private power people that the 3 low dams would be in 

tion far ahead of the high dam. We would like to refer you to the 
script of the Federal Power Commission hearings on Hells Canyon. You 
find as we did that there would be less than 2 vears time difference in the 
upletion of either project From this same record one can conclude there 
s every reason to believe that the time of completion of the third low dam might 
e from 2 or 4 years longer than the completion of the high dam. 

The people are asked to leave the decision of Hells Car yon in the hands of the 
ral Power Commission If ever a stacked deck was foisted on the people 
sit. Even the present chairman of this commission is no more qualified to 

judgment of this issue than 1 of our children. Supporters of private 
‘continually try to scare the people with the Santa Marguerita case in 
fornia. This case is about as foreign to the water rights issue in this 
s it is possible to get. This was a friendly suit, merely for the purpose of 

ring a title to a water right that was not properly recorded 
terday at Lewiston, we listened to a lengthy dissertation on the politics 
he last election. Claiming that because some of the candidates in the 
thwest and Al Ullman of Oregon in particular were defeated there was no 
late from the people in favor of Hells Canyon dam Now let us look at th 
rd on this. The gentleman giving the talk shorted the Second Congressional 
t of Oregon by 4 counties. We don't know where he took these 4 counties, 
uvbe he is claiming them for Idaho Power. However, out of a vote of about 
1000 Mr. Ullman lost by approximately 4,000 votes and this only after one of the 
last-minute sinear Campaigns ever put on against a political candidate in 
Pacific Northwest States. Don Magnuson of Washington, Gracie Pfost of 
o, James Murray of Montana, Edith Green of Oregon, and Dick Neuberger 
egon, Who were all advocates for full development of our natural resources 
all elected to the Congress or the Senate. Also, Dick Neuberger carried 
county in Oregon from the Hells Canyon site which borders on the Snake 

‘oluinbia Rivers to the Pacific Ocean because of his stand. 
closing, 1 would like to pledge this to the private power companies. If 
ant to build a single-purpose dam in a single-purpose site, we will back you 
» limit But we shall always to the best of our ability oppose your putting 
igle purpose dam in a multipurpose site. We have the choice before us 
of deciding whether any nation conceived of the people and by the people 
for the people can wisely use, utilize, and deveiop the natural resources for 
> people. This is our choice. Shall we squander and waste them as they 
een Wasted by nations throughout all history, or shall we vet the full 

i for not only our own bhenefit. but all future generations 


Congress of the United States: 


the undersigned citizens of the United States, believing that construction 


high dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon 
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will assure maximum comprehensive multipurpose development of the Mid 
Snake, and will contribute materially to the economic growth of the region 
the national economy and security, do respectfully petition that Senate bill 13: 
authorizing a Federal multiple-purpose high dam at Hells Canyon be passed by 
the Congress. 

(Two identical petitions with a total of 112 signatures.) 
Congressman Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, may I make a short sta 
ment at this point? Mr. May, Governor Patterson, and others mad 
some strong statements in behalf of Libby Dam. In justice to the 
chairman of this committee, Senator Murray, and to myself, who 
have bills in to attempt to authorize Libby Dam, and get the appro 
priation for it, 1 want to thank all the gentlemen today who have 

made the strong statements for the Lib by Dam. I want to Say | 

I am proud that I have reciprocated by being a cosponsor of Hells 
Canyon bills, in showing that Montana ‘and upstream States are also 
interested in the development of downstream areas. 

Senator NeuBerGEeR. Thank you, Congressman Metcalf. Before 
the proponents conclude, I would like to ask Mr. Starett, have all the 

arguments for the opponents been presented for the record? Th: 
you Mr. Starett. Id like to thank you very much for the very effi 
cient and effective way you have managed the people coming in a 
presenting their orations in opposition to this bill and the way you 
have cooperated with the staff. 

Mr. Srarerr. We are very happy to do it and it is a privilege for 
us to help you people out in Washington. 

Senator Neusercer. We appreciate it too. Now the proponents of 
the bill will have 15 minutes in which to conclude, and I understand 
that Mr. W. R. Smith, of Vancouver, Wash., Central Labor Council 
is their first witness. 


STATEMENT OF W. R. SMITH, WASHINGTON CENTRAL LABOR 
COUNCIL, VANCOUVER, WASH. 


Mr. W. R. Smirx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 
being that time is going begging here, I shall not read to you my pre 
pared statement. I shall submit it to the reporter, with your indul- 
gence and depart from my prepared statement to make certain state- 
ments in regard to taxation that we have heard so much about 1 
here today before this committee. 

Let me say to you that I live in the shadow of Rose Station. Alumi 
num Co. of America in 1940 built a plant in Clark County, Wash., 
my county. When they built, insulated those faculties in Clark 
County because of cheap power of Bonneville, the millage of taxa 
tion in Clark County went from 12 mills to 914. The Aluminum Co. 
of America in the year 1945, paid 10 percent of all the taxation col- 
lected in Clark County. They do not employ anywhere near 10 per 
cent of the workers of Clark County, by any stretch of the imagination. 

At the same time, the taxes collected in Clark County rose fron 
two-hundred-four-thousand-some-few-hundred dollars to $273 
Now I don’t know why all the criterion around here about private 
companies paying taxes. Anyone knows its just a part of the b oe 
that they pass those taxes on to the man who pays the light bill. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may be able to submit my brief, in addition he 
I have a st: “ag nt from the Washington Canners Association, of the 
manager, Mr. Jones, I’d like to submit in the record. 


Cpe) 
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Senator Neupercer. We will be very pleased to have you submit the 

tement. 

Vir. Smirn. I have also a statement from the Columbia Farmers 
ipply Association submitted by Manager Bob Mautz, I'd like to 

ert into the record, and here I have a statement from the executive 

id of the Clark County Dairymen’s Cooperative Association I'd 

to submit for the record. I also have a personally written letter 

Frank Erickson, just an ordinary farmer in Clark County, I'd like 

submit for the record, and also a statement here from Albert Ost, 

it | submit for the record, and another one from Walter Jones I 
bhmit for the record, all of which are farmers and another statement 
yy Mr, Albert Ost personally. 

Senator Neupnercer. Are these people listed as to address so that 
here is an address on each letter ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

(The statements referred to appears in the portion of the hearings as 
xhibits. ) 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith, for coming 


(The following statement was filed by Mr. Smith.) 


My name is W. R. Smith, and I am president of the Central Labor Council, for 
A. F. of Lof Clark, Skamania, and west Klickitat Counties. I represent approxi- 

itely 47 unions with membership in excess of 15,000. 

\ lot of confusion has been injected into previous hearings of this committee by 
raising the false argument of taxes. Some interests would have you gentlemen 
believe that if publicly owned powerplants somehow could be sold to private 

upanies, the companies would pay taxes on them and all our problems would 

. yiived. 

The statement is slightly ridiculous when you think about it for a minute. 

oO pays the taxes? Why, the consumers of electric power, the homeowner, 
the farmer, the industry, the corner grocer. Taxes are a part of doing business 

any private electric company, and they pass them on to you and me. 

It has been public policy in this great country of ours almost since its birth 

se the instrumentalities of the l’ederal Government to stimulate and hasten 
progress. The Government dug great canals in the Kast and South. The Goy- 
ernment dredged rivers and harbors, and continues to do so. Nobody suggests 
that these be sold to private companies so they'll pay taxes. 

The Federal Government operates a Post Office Department. Should this 
great and good service to the people be sold to private companies and made to 
pay taxes, as well as a profit to operators? 

The Pacific Northwest has the largest waterpower potential in the entire 
Nation. It has to be publicly developed, because the task is too big for private 
development except on a puny and piecemeal basis, as is suggested in the low 
dams on the Snake River. 

We who live here have seen what public development of the power resources of 
our great rivers has done for our economy. Because the power has been cheap, it 
has stimulated industrial production, especially in the light metals and chemical 
industries. Had we loaded it artificially with taxes, the power would not have 
been cheap enough to attract industry. 

Because it was cheap, industry has invested tremendous sums of money in the 
Northwest. Take the chemical and light metals industry as an example. They 
have invested over $300 million in plant facilities, almost as much as the Fed- 
eral Government has invested in power facilities. When you add together the 
investment in other allied industries and in the service industries, the total 
private investment in the Northwest far exceeds the investment in Federal 
facilities. All this investment is taxable. None of it would have existed with 
out cheap power. 

Let’s look at my own area, Clark County, Wash. Local property taxes of the 
aluminum and abrasive plants equal about 10 percent of all taxes paid in the 
county. Yet they employ considerably less than 10 percent of the labor force. 
The homes of their workers represent a total investment of over $1% million. 
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They too are taxable. They would not exist either, if cheap power had 
attracted these plants to our community 

For example, the Aluminum Company of America has a plant in Vancou 
In 1945 it represented 10 percent of the assessed valuation in the county, W 
a 9.5 mills levy $273,875 taxes were collected. Compare this with $249,494 1 
collected in 1940 before the plant was built when the levy was 12 mills 
other words when the aluminum plant was added to our tax rolis the result 
increase in the county taxable valuation reduced by 2 mills the levy placed | 
all property in the county. This reduced the taxes I had to pay but the ing 
of the county was nevertheless increased Industry thus helps the regio: 
with the taxes it pays. 

More dramatic is the tax picture in Spokane. Although Spokane is a 
portant railroad center, the assessed valuation of the 3 aluminum plants 
Spokane is about 60 percent larger than the total assessed valuation of a 
railroads. None of these plants would have been in the Northwest without cheap 
power. 

So much for the property taxes. If we had depended upon private investment 
to build these power projects here in the Northwest, they would never have bee 
built. If they were owned by the private companies, they will have to add the 
taxes to our power bills. So it’s as broad as it is long. 

But how about Federal taxes? 

Data compiled by Bonneville Power Administration in 1947 showed that up 
to that time, the electrochemical and light metals industries and their satellite 
industries in the Northwest paid more Federal corporation taxes from 1940 to 
1947 than the entire cost of the power facilities installed by the Federal Govern 
ment up to that time. 

Then, of course, their employees pay Federal income taxes too. Conservative 
estimates are that 50,000 new jobs have been created in the State of Washington 
by the primary and fabricating operations of the light metals industry. This 
means another 50,000 jobs have been created in service industries—the butcher, 
the grocer, the car dealer, the gas-station operator, the landlord, the theate: 
operator, the appliance and furniture dealer. 

Now, the 100,000 people that hold these new jobs pay income taxes. Even if 
they paid only $200 each per year, the total of new Federal taxes as a result 
of the light metals industry in the state would be $20 million a year. Add 
this to the corporate income taxes paid by their employers, and you will find that 
the annual Federal investment in Northwest power facilities is on a pay-as-you 
zo basis. 

So we actually are repaying for the cost of these dams twice. Once by the 
Federal income taxes of new wealth-creating industries and the employees of 
those mdustries, and again, with interest, on our electric bills, because, as your 
committee knows, the power projects in the Northwest are financed, in effect, 
with Federal loans, and every cent of investment in power facilities is repaid 
with interest. 


Senator Nevsercer. The next witness is Mr. Don Willner, Mult 
nomah County Hells Canyon Association, from Portland, Oreg., 


STATEMENT OF DON S. WILLNER, MULTNOMAH COUNTY HELIS 
CANYON ASSOCIATION, FROM PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Wittner. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I’d like to 
submit my written statement for the record and speak just a moment 
extemparaneously. First of all, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the 
Multnomah County Hells Canyon Association, of which I am the 
President, I would like to submit to this committee somewhat over 280 
petitions, numbering over 7,000 signatures, which were gathered 
in Multnomah County in the last 2 weeks, and if you will figure that 
out it is at the rate of over 500 signatures a day. These are but a first 
installment, Mr. Chairman. We propose to keep shipping petitions 
to Washington so that this committee knows the feeling and sent! 
ment of the people of Multnomah County. I'd like to submit our 
petitions at this time. 
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nator Dworsuak. I was just going to inquire, Do you think by 
se of those petitions you will succeed in influencing your two Sen 
from Oregon ¢ 
r. ae NER. Senator Dworshak, we have three Congressmen that 
hope we may be able to imfluence by that. In the minute that is left 
ne, | woul like to say just a couple of things, not so much in 
s of the Importance of the Hells C anyon project for the country 
for the Northwest, but the importance of Hells C anyon Dam for 
people of Portland and the Portland area. 
Cheap power for industries, for new industries is the lifeblood of 
ogress for our area. In the 1940's there were 4 large new companies 
it came into the Portland area solely because of cheap power, the 
‘onnsylvania Salt Manufacturing Co., the Electra Metallurgical Co., 
Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co., and the Reynolds Metals Co., an in- 
estment of approximately $30 million and the taxes paid on these 
opentiaay $646,000. It is our feeling, Mr. Chairman, that only with 
ip power and more cheap power will we be able to attract: new 
lustries to this area. We have had recurrent unemployment ; we 
ive had brownouts; we need more jobs. Those new jobs are depend- 
upon diversified new industries that can work all year round. 
se are industries that cheap power can attract here. 

Now the President of the Idaho Power Co., in his testimony be fore 

‘ Federal Power Commission, he stated that the power that would 

" produced by the 3 dams of the Idaho Power Co. would be 4- or 

mill power. Four- or five-mill power, even if we could get it here, 

ild not attract new industry to this area. But, furthermore, in the 

i of the Idaho Power Co. there is no power for the Portland area. 

The president of the Idaho Power Co., in the FPC hearings, has 

ited that all of his power from these three small dams will be used 
ineet their load in Idaho. 

From the Helis Canyon Dam site, we in this area can get some che: cap 
power that we need. The 3 small dams are e xpensive power, 2 or 21% 
limes as expensive as the cheap power we need and even if we coul \ use 

xpensive power there is no provision for any of that power coming 

» Portland. 

Some polls were taken in Multnomah County, Mr. Chairman, last 
vear on the issue of Hells Canyon and these polls showed that the 

ople of Multnomah County favor a high dam at Hells Canyon by 

vote of about 2 to 1. Wein Multnomah County need a high dam at 
lells Canyon so that we may continue to grow. Thank you. 
enator Dworsnak. Just one question, Mr. Willner: Doesn’t the 
Portland area get any power from McNary, and later from The Dalles 
that you think your needs will be adequately taken care of ? 
Wittner. Senator Dworshak, Portland gets power from the 
ortliaal Power grid. McNary and The Dalles ' will be in the North- 
est Power grid and Hells Canyon Dam, if it is built, will be in the 
Northwest Power grid, but these three small dams proposed by the 
idaho Power Co. will not, and we will get no power from those dams 
ere we will get power from Hells Canyon. 

Senator Dworsuak. Who’s going to get the power from McNary 

yam ¢ 

Mr. Wittner. It will go in the Northwest Power grid as all power 


OeS 
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Senator Dworsuak. Used where? 
Mr. WILLNER. Throughout the region. 

Senator DworsHak. Portland won't get its proportionate share 
Mr. Wituner. It certainly will, ir, from the Dalles, McNary. 
all of the dams in the Northwest Power erid, It is our position t 
we need regional development for both upstream and downstrea) 
Senator Nevpercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Willner. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Willner :) 


My name is Don §S. Willner. I am an attorney practicing in Portlan 
the president of the Multnoman County Hells Canyon Association. Pri 
with me is Gerald H. Robinson, who is also an attorney in Portland, and 
is the chairman of the board of directors of the Multnoman County Hells Can) 
Association. ‘ 

This committee has heard and will hear much testimony as to the importa 
of the high dam at Hells Canyon to the Nation and to the Pacific Northwest 
We are here today to present to this committee the importance of Hells Can) 
Dam to the people of the Portland area. 

I have with me over 280 petitions which have been signed in the last 2 weeks 
by citizens of Multnoman County in support of this bill. These petitions, wit} 
about 7,500 signatures, represent only a few of the supporters of Hells Canvo 
in this area. We plan to send many more petitions to the committee wit! 
the next few weeks. I should like to present the first installment to the 
committee at this time. 

The people of the Portland area have demonstrated time and again that they 
favor a high dam at Hells Canyon. The high dam at Hells Canyon was on 
of the major issues in the congressional election in Multnomah County las 
fall and resulted in a victory for the supporter of Hells Canyon. There wers 
two polls taken in 1954 on this subject and the result showed that the peopl 
Multnomah County favored the high dam at Hells Canyon by a percentage 
2 to 1. The percentages are significant in that they show that support of the 
high dam at Hells Canyon is not a partisan issue. Portlanders of both maj 
political parties believe in the importance and wisdom of the high dam at Hells 
Canyon. 

Helis Canyon Dam is important to us in this area because it means cheap 
2-mill power. Cheap power in sufficient quantities can stimulate the growt 
of new industries in Portland. In the 1940's four important industrial plant 
were constructed in the Portland area solely because of the availability of low 
cost Federal power. These plants are operated by the Pennsylvania Salt Man 
facturing Co., the Electro Metalurgical Co., the Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co., and 
the Reynolds Metals Co. These plants represent a current investment of approx 
mately $30 million. Their annual payroll for over 1,300 persons amounts to 
nearly $5 million, and they stimulate an equal amount of employment in Mult 
nomah County in service industries. These manufacturing concerns carry 
heavy share of the tax burden of this county. Im 1952-55 the taxes paid on 
these properties totaled $646,964. These industries are in this area because 
of the availability of cheap power, and more will come if we get more cheap 
power. 

Another reason why the citizens of Portland are interested in more cheap 
power is the recurrent high rate of unemployment which a year ago resulted 
in Portland being placed upon the list of critical unemployment areas, This 
area and this State are entirely too dependent on the seasonal industries of ag 
culture and forestry. More power at the current low postage stamp rate wi 
mean more jobs for Portlanders and in the long run it will also mean that 
portion of Portland’s industry which is now based on seasonal work can lb 
transformed into all-year-round employment. Two years ago Portland had 
partial brownout of some of the lights in our city and we also had a 20-percent 
surcharge imposed upon us because of lack of cheap power. 

Unless we can get more cheap power into the Northwest Power grid which 
will serve this area, the city of Portland and its surrounding area is faced w 
future surcharges, brownouts, lack of new industries and lack of new jobs. We 
are not concerned with the labels of public power or private power. We know 
that only Federal construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon will insure the 
maximum development of the Middle Snake for cheap power. 


t 


inci ~ 
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The following was filed w ith Mr. Willner’s statement :) 


fv name is Gerald H. Robinson. On behalf of the Multnomah County Hells 


Mv 
‘ vO Association I would like to submit to this committee that the city of 

nd will receive many benefits from the high dam at Hells Canyon Hells 
( nis part of the proposed main control plan of the Columbia River. This 


involves a system of storage dams capable of storing 27 million acre-feet 
er If such flood-control capa ity can be deve oped it will guarantee Port 
d against a repetition of the disastrous Vanport flood in which few lives were 
solely because the disaster occurred on a holiday when most people of Van 
rt were not a home. The property damage in destroying Oregon’s second 
rgest city was almost incalculable. The property and lives of many of our 
ns are dependent upon adequate flood control, in which high Hells Cany 
ts 4 million acre-feet of storage plays an important part 
{nother vital interest of the city of Portland is the increased activity which 
avigation benefits of Hells Canyon would lead to in the operation of the 
f Portland by helping to even out the flow of the Columbia River through 
use of its storage feature, the high dam at Hells Canyon would improve 
gation and encourage large traffic down the Columbia to Portland for trans 
hipment to other parts of the United States and the world 

New manufacturing establishments will not locate in Portland unless cheap 
power is available. Give us a plentitude of cheap power and the Northwest 

blossom forth as a great center of manufacturing By producing a vast 
tity of light metals, chemicals, fertilizers, and fabricated products, we will 

mtribute to the national economy as well as provide jobs and prosperity for 
wh region. 

{s we have pointed out, this development requires cheap power—the 2-mill 
ower furnished by Federal dams like Bonneville, Grand Coulee, McNary, and 
Hungry Horse. 

High-cost power, however soon is may be available, will do us little good 

rhe president of the Idaho Power Co. has admitted in the FPC hearings that 
is company’s low-dam plan would result in 4 or 5-mill power, 2 times the 

ng Federal rate We, in Portland, have no use for such high-cost power and 
we are unwilling to sacrifice our industrial future so that the Idaho Power Co 
an consolidate its monopoly in Idaho under the false colors of free enterprise 

Furthermore, even if we wanted it, we have only a faint expectation that any 
of the low-dam Idaho Power Co. power would ever reach western Oregon 
resident Roach testified on pages 1491-92 of the FPC hearings that the Idaho 
Power Co. would absorb all of the low-dam power by 1961 and would then be 
ooking for other sources of power. ‘Translated into simple language, this 
eans that all of the power generated by the Idaho Power Co.’s three dams would 
e used in Idaho and the rest of the Northwest, including Portland, would not 
get the benefit of that power regardless of its cost. On the other hand, it is 
common knowledge that all of the Federal projects, including the proposed 
Hells Canyon dam, are linked together by a regional transmission grid and 
Portland would be able to draw its fair share of Hells Canyon power through 
this grid if the high dam were to be constructed. 

Portland wants no part of such a breakup of the regional power system. We 
want no more private power empires such as we experienced before the advent 

heap Federal power. On the contrary, we want Hells Canyon and its 

122,000 kilowatts of cheap power so that we may continue to grow 


Senator Nevusercer. The next witness will be Mr. Gus Norwood, 
executive secretary of the Northwest Public Power Association. 1] 
would like to say that the statements of the petitions will be placed 
n the record along with the number of the names that have been 
affixed to them. 


STATEMENT OF GUS NORWOOD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Gus Norwood. I am executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association, consisting of 97 consumer-owner electric 
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systems in Montana, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Alaska. ‘J 
systems serve about 1,750,000 people. 

I have here two stacks of material which includes the materi 
be presented to the committee. The first group of st: wtements 
people who are being denied the opportunity of appearing be: 
of the shortage of time. It occurs to me, Mr. Chairman, that it 
be appropriate if these could be printed for the record as if rea 

Senator Neupercer. They will be just the same as those present 
by Mr. Starett. 

“Mr. Norwoop. The second group of statements was turned 
from Clark County which conducted a survey of their bus 
community and obtained 25 statements and I present them fo: 
exhibits of the committee. 

Senator Nevsercer. They will be included in the exhibits. 

Mr. Norwoop. At your Lewiston, Idaho hearing our president 
the Northwest Public Power Association filed with you various reso] 
tions endorsing Hells Canyon Dam and full development of the rive: 
However, this noon I was asked whether our public and cooperativ: 
electric systems are on record in opposition to irrigation subsid 
The answer is “No.” We did have a board resolution on ved 7 ok 
for several meniiori in 1951 to that effect but it was rescinded ; 
very next membership meeting. I hope that corrects that error. 

Our latest resolutions have urged the Hungry Horse Project Act 
the appropriate patte mn for the Hells C anyon bill. I am happy t 
note that Senate bill 1333 basically is copied from the Hungry Hors: 
Project Act. 

Hells Canyon Dam will be a twin brother to the Hungry Horse Dam 

providing great benefits to both the upstream or headwater area 
in Idaho or Montana and in the downstream areas of Oregon and 
Washington. ‘To the upstream areas the bill guarantees protection of 
water rights. It provides 500,000 kilowatts of power and it insur 
help for future irrigation works. 

Downstream it will provide flood control and added generation at 
downstream dams. In fact by converting the summer floodwaters 
into winter electric energy the dam will convert bad water into good 
water. 

Let me cite just one example of Hungry Horse Dam benefits to 
Montana. Recently the assistant to the president of Monsanto Chen 
ical Co. explained why the new phosphate plant was located at Silver 
bow, Mont. He admitted that Idaho’s phosphate rock was better, it 
was cheaper, and there was more of it. But these advantages wer 
easily outweighed by the availability of low cost power from Hungry 
Horse Dam. In my Seinen Idaho will obtain similar added payrolls 
and jobs from Hells Canyon. 

Now as to costs. We now have the first year’s full operating cost 
record at Hungry Horse Dam. Sixty percent of the cost is interest, : 
percent for repayment of debt and oniy 10 percent for oper tions, 
maintenance, and administration. When you visit Hungry Hors: 
Dam you see only 10 percent of the costs while some bookkeeper i1 
Washington, D. C. records the interest and debt payments. Since 60 
percent of the cost is interest and interest is at 214 percent it is eas) 





to figure how a 1 percent increase in the rate of interest will increase r 
the power cost 24 percent. , 
‘ 
4 
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With public financing at Hells Canyon the power cost will be just 
inder $20 per kilowatt-year but under typical priv: ate financing this 

reases to $65. That is why Idaho Power Co. has not applied to 
uuild Hells Canyon Dam. Even their cream-skimming projects can- 
ot get the power cost under $30 per kilowatt-year. 

I have read the final briefs of the Federal Power Commission hear 
ngs of last year. From this reading I think the Hells Canyon issue 
boils down to this: In a nutshell Hells Canyon Dam will produce 60 
percent more power for at least 35 percent less cost per kilowatt-hour 
to the consumer. 

The key to low cost power is low interest rates. Low cost money 
require S public financing. In this regard the Northwest Public Power 
Association with much help from many civic leaders has been explor- 
ing the possibility of a Columbia River development corporation to 
ermit issuance of federally guaranteed electric revenue bonds for 
building Hells Canyon and other dams. 

Senator Morse this morning mentioned capital budgeting such as is 
used in Sweden to separate these self-liquidating investments from the 
tax-supported portion of the Federal budget. 

gn are aware of the rocky road of the Federal appropriations proc 
ess but the alternative is not surrender to the Private Power Trust. 
Our job must be to improve the public financing machinery. Now at 
this point by request I would like to submit two tables on private utility 
contributions for politic: il and other purposes based on records on file 
at Salem, Oreg. I am also filing an exhibit on per capita income and 
an item entitled, “Hells Canyon Fact Sheet.” 

During the past 3 days the proponents of Hells Canyon Dam have 
attempted to show the wide popular support for the high dam. The 
proponents are located both upstream and downstream. The farm, 
consumer, and labor organizations which have ap peared before you 
represent between 2 and 8 million people by conservative estim: ite. 

These organizations by means of thousands of resolutions in the 
local Granges, labor unions and other groups have gradually proven 
out on consensus, this is the beginning in a way of legisl: itive process, 
so that not only their organizations in the Pacific Northwest, but such 
national organizations as the American Federation of Labor, the Na 
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Association and others, the National 
Farmers Union, the Committe for Industrial Organizations, have like 
wise adopted resolutions for Hells Canyon. 

In short, no one is for Hells Canyon except the people. You have 
come at our invitation. You have made personal sacrifices in order 
to hear our cause. We, the little people of the Pacific Northwest are 
deeply grateful. 

(The documents referred to by Mr. Norwood appear in that portion 
of the transcript consisting of the exhibits. ) 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Norwood, don’t you consider the farmers 
in the Snake River V alley people ¢ 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Thank you. 

Senator Nevsercer. Any other questions? Thank you very much, 
Mr. Norwood. A moment : ago, before Mr. Norwood gave his t estimony, 
a staff member of the House committee called this to my attention. 
I'd like to read it into the record because I thing it is rather interesting. 
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Since leaving Washington, D. C. last Sunday, the Senate commit 
and House Members have, in 3 days, sat for just short of 20 ho 
actual hearing time in 4 cities in 3 States. The committee has hea 
130 witnesses, and an estimate which the press seems to be in Agr 
ment on is the number of persons attending and that is people 
have come to listen to what is said at the hearings, places the num 
of persons attending at a minimum of 2,300 persons at the 4 separat 
hearings. 

Seven Me me rs of the Senate and four Members of the [louse h 
sat in some or all of the hearings. With time divided equally, 
breakdown on witnesses is as follows: Boise, [daho—12 proponents 
the bill and 10 opponents. Lewiston, Idaho, 16 proponents of t] 
bill and 14 opponents. Pasco, Wash.—20 proponents of the bill and 
» opponents. Portland, Oreg.—21 proponents of the bill and 18 
opponents, for a total in the 4 separate hearings in 4 representa 
tive communities of the Northwest, there have been heard 69 pro 
ponents of the bill and 61 opponents, and of course in addition there 
have been filed many individual statements from people who eithe: 
could not attend or did not have an opportunity to present their test 
mony, even during what we considered as rather a generous tin 
allotted. 

I just want to say in conclusion, and I know I speak for everybody 
here when I say that we ap preciate very much the dignified and ca 
pable manner in which the various witnesses have come and presented 
ade views, however divergent they may be. We also appreciate 
the people who have come to attend and hear for themselves what has 
yone on. I personally appreciate, as a resident of Oregon, and | 
know I speak for Senator Morse and Mrs. Green when I say that I 
personally deeply appreciate the patriotism and unselfish public serv 
ice that has prompted Senator Dworshak, Congresswoman Pfost, Con 
yvressman Metcalf, and Congressman Sisk to take time from what could 
have been an Easter recess vacation with their families in their home 
towns, to come here and to take this interest as Members of the United 
States Congress in this issue affecting the Northwest. 

We want to say in conclusion that we now are in recess. 

Mr. Hotpen. Could I just make one inquiry and ask leave of the 
committee on one point 4 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. HOLDEN, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Hoipex. My name is William S. Holden from Idaho Falls, 
Idaho. i: 3 might just state briefly, at these hearings I think the 
committee has been very patient and very fair, in the presiding and 
the hearing of testimony and I think you have a good grass-roots 
opinion, except from the farmers of Southern Idaho who do farm 


around two million acres of irrigated land. 
We regret that it was impossible for you to have one of the hearings ‘ 
in Idaho Falls « Twin Falls, Idaho, in order to permit ves ; 


farmers of the ees Snake River who are as equally interested | 
the development of this great stream and resource as are our friends 
down here in Oregon and Washington. 

Senator Morse. I would like to point out to Mr. Holden, in all 
fairness, that we received many letters from people in many commu 
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ities of the Northwest, from Seattle, from Olympia, Wash., from 
raker. Orege.. from The Dalles, Oreg., from Pendleton, Oreg., asking 
to come likewise to their communitie ~ The committee cid Visit 
onununhities ih the State of Idaho; t hey have only visited 1 com- 
munity in the State of Washington, alt] ough each was for a single 
lay. and 1 community in the State of Oregon and it seems to me that 
should take account of that fact. that we all of us have received 
rs from literally dozens of ommunities urging us to come there. 


If we accepted every invitation, every request, we would be sitting on 
rings from now until Christmas. 

Mr. Hotpen. That is very true, Senator, and I know it is impossible, 
except for the fact that that is in the upper watershed area of the 
Snake River and I merely want to state, and ask one Inquiry. 

| He people of the up per Snake River Valley hi: ave a ver \ e labs ri ate 
plan for river development which will aid and benefit that area of 
Idaho and we would like. of course, to have the committee know of 
that. We fee] that in such a development we will vel additional watel 
for irrigation, we have vast areas of arid land we would like to bring 

nder irrigation, as well as to develop power in that area so that we 
can use It up in that section, 1)) Idaho where it is needed. 

Now, if I might ask leave that if we have some more statements 
to submit from water users and canal companies up in that section 
of Idaho. } would like to have leave to means those. 

‘, itor NEUBERGER. We \ ould be lad to have them in the record 
ator Morse. That was the su 


oF org stion | Wits going to make be 


sel _ 
cause 10S imply Was Impossible to vet into all sections of Idaho and | 
think Mr. Holden has made a very fair presentation of their disap 
polntment. | would like to have the ( hal rule | wd not a voting 


member of the committee, but I would like to have the voting members 
e committee rule on th S, that Mr. Holden be authorized to have 
submitted to the committee through Senator DworsHax or dire thy 
to the committee, communications that would have otherwise beet 
viven as testimony had we been able to get into that area, and I think 
it is only fair that it be made very clear that the proponents as well 
as the opponents be given an opportunity to file statements under 
such conditions as the committee may wish to work out. 

Senator NeuperGcer. I am sure that Senator Dworshak .who is your 
senlor Senator, would certainly agree to that, with the stipulation 
that they not be unlimited but that they be representative of the 
sentiment. 

Mr. Hotpen. That is very fine and we certainly appreciate it and 
we do know that our senior Senator can very ab Ly take care of ou 
interests, except that he did not appear and was not a witness and I 
wanted this statement to vo in for the sake of the record. Thank you 
very kindly. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Holden for coming here. I 
want to ts ake note of this because it has been on my desk since Governor 
Langley’s testimony, that at any time that Congressman Sisk wishes 
to prepare his statement regarding some of the references Governor 
Langley made to California’s water problems and needs, that will be, 
of course, accepted for the record and given such treatment as the 
other statements we receive from the ae 

Representative Sisk. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman, and that state 
ment will be pre pared for insertion in the record. 
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(The statement referred to by Mr. Sisk is as follows :) 
REMARKS OF HON. B. F. S1sK, MEMBER OF CONGRESS OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I feel that I must take exception to a portion of t 
remarks of the Honorable Governor of the State of Washington insofar as t} 
refer to any fantastic proposal to transport water from the Columbia Basin 
to the State of California. 

I want to assure this committee and the people of the Northwest that Califor 
nia has no designs on their water, and certainly, this fantasy cannot properly 
be used as an argument to be given any weight or consideration in relation to the 
development of the Snake River or the Hells Canyon project. 

We in California are strongly urging full development of our own water 
resources and we have the assurance of our engineers that we have enough 
water, if fully developed and utilized, to take care of all our requiremen 
within the foreseeable future. It is obvious that this water within the Stat 
of California can be conserved at far less expense, time and trouble than would 
be involved in trying to get it from the Northwest and there is grave doubt 
that such a proposal! is physically possible. 

I would like, also, to point out that if the people of the State of California 
had any dark plot to rob the Northwest of its water at some time in the futurs 
it would be more in keeping with such plans to resist present development of the 
Columbia Basin, for such development inevitably will lead to increased wate 
use and commitment and thus will decrease the amount of water available for 
export. 

I want to reassure the Honorable Governor of the State of Washington that 
in determining his attitude toward the Hells Canyon project he need not 
be apprehensive that construction of this dam will assist the people of the 
State of California in obtaining Columbia Basin water. 


Senator Nreupercer. Thank you, Congressman Sisk, thank you fo: 
coming. Westand adjourned. 
(The hearing was adjourned at. 6: 15 p.m.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 2, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C, 


fhe subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the com- 

ittee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator 
Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico; Henry M. 
ckson, Washington; and Arthur V. Watkins, Utah. 
\lso present: Senators Richard L. Neuberger, Oregon; and Henrv 
(. Dworshak, Idaho, members of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

\lso present: Senator Herman Welker, Idaho. 

\lso present : Goodrich W. Lineweaver, member of the professional 
taff; Elmer K. Nelson, professional staff engineer; Stewart French, 
general counsel; N. D. McSherry, assistant chief clerk; and M. 
Mapes, Jr., special counsel. 

Senator AnpEerson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We will resume the hearings on 8S. 1333. 

| _ an opportunity to visit a little bit with Chairman Murray 
this morning, and he is sorry he cannot be here to conduct these 
hearings. He wanted to come down and make an appearance, and 
| urged him not because he has been ill and should rest a while. 
if he starts down here looking as well as he now looks, somebody 
will start to put him to work before he should be. 

The hearings starting today and scheduled to continue through 
Wednesday, May 4, are on S. 1333, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct the Hells Canyon Dam and powerplant 
on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon, and the Scriver Creek 
powerplant in Idaho. Hearings were held in the field under the direc- 
tion of the Chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs 
on April 4, 5, and 6, and repetition of testimony taken at those hear- 

os, it is hoped, ‘an be avoided. 

T he hearings here are directed primarily toward securing factual 
estimony on the engineering, economic, power, and related phases 
of the project from expert witnesses. Witneses who can contribute 
other information that will be helpful to the subcommittee will also 
e he ard, 

S. 1333 was introduced in the Senate on March 8 by Senator Morse. 
of Oregon, and 29 cosponsors 

(Juestions have been raised in some quarters as to the proprie ty of 

e Congress considering this legislation while the Federal Power 
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( ommission has before it certain applications for licenses to const 
dams and powerplants in the He lis Canvon reach of the Snake R 

On this subject, there will be inclu led in the record a letter to 

airman of the Federal Power Commission, signed by 26 of 
9 that agency to hold in abeyance 
action on the applications before it, relating to the Hells Ca 
reach of the Snake nee pending action by the Coneress on 
legislation. The rep y of Chairman Kuykendall, which indicates 
applicat ons are not Tas for action by the (‘ommission,. will 
De included in the record. 

At an appropriate point, there will be included in the record st 
ments by various official witnesses at a hearing on a Hells . 
bill before the House committee in 1952. The Department of 
Interior was requested to have these statements brought up to d 
where additional information requires revision, A statement {il 
in the House hearings by Dr. Paul Raver, former Bonneville Pow: 
\dministrator, with certain minor revisions made by Dr. Raver, will 
also be included. Hydrological and related reports furnished by th 
Department of the Interior at the request of the subcommittee v 
sion be filed for information and summaries inserted in the record 
I just received this morning a letter from Dr. Raver suggesting ce) 
tain changes in his testimony, and I think I will ask that it be put 
at the end of this statement so the comment I have just made wil 
be clarified. 

The committee is receiving a large number of resolutions from labo 
and other organizations endorsing the Hells C anyon project. A list 
of the organi zations will be included in the record. 

It is hope «1 to conclude these hearings in 3 days. I emphasize “thes 
hearings” because it is entirely probable that some additional hearin 
may be needed. Witnesses are requested to summarize their state 
ments briefly, and submit the text for inclusion in full in the record 
This proce edure W 1] save thet ime of all concern ed. 

While the practice of dividing time equally between proponents 
and opponents was established at the field hearings, the rule will | 
held in abeyance here until the engineering and other technical wit 
nesses have testified as to factual phases. It may not be necessary 
tousea stop-watch at all. 

A report on S. 1333 from the Secretary of the Interior with com 
ments from the Bureau of the Budget is expected before the hearings 
camera The Secretary of the Interior has been invited to testify 

t his convenience, and information as to his ap pearance or that of 
hi representative will probably be received today. 

(S. 1333 follows:) 


+ponsors of &, 1333. requestin 


84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


\ BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyot 
Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to foster comprehensive de- 
velopment of the resources of the Snake River and its tributaries, the Congress. 
in the exercise of its constitutional authority to provide for the general welfare 
to regulate commerce among the States, and to make all needful rules and regu- 
lations respecting property belonging to the United States, and for the purposes, 
among others, of controlling and utilizing the Snake River and its tributaries 
for beneficial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy 
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he national defense and othe purposes, rr l f lands, navigation 
control, and for purposes incidental to a ie foregoing, in 
ding financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects, the Depart 
Interior, under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of the lr 
or (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized and d 
truct, substantially in accordance with the physical plans set out 


referred to hereinafter as 
(a) the Hells Canyon Dam, as described in volume 2 of House Do 
Numbered 473, Eighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report 
Commissioner of Reclamation, approved by the Secretary on May 
ind 
(b) the Seriver Creek power fas ilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home division, as deseribed in the report of the Commissioner of Reclama 
tion, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951 
e Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided in this Act, 
governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 52 Stat. 588, 
nd Acts amendatory thereof or suplementary thereto) 
Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not 
mflict with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other 
eneficial consuliptive uses, Whether now or hereafter existing, valid der 


State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries 
Sec. 3. (a) In order to facilitate the development of the Central and Upper 
e River Basin, and also that of downstream areas, the Hells Canyon Dam 
d powerplant and the Federal Columbia River power system shall be inter 
nected, and five hundred thousand kilowatts of power attributable to the 
Is Canyon project, or such portion thereof as is required from til 
neet loads under contracts made within this reservation, shall be 
e for use in the Central and Upper Snake River Basin and to 
Idaho lying outside the Central and Upper Snake Riv Basil 
Electric energy available from Tiells ¢ 
‘reek power i 
he Secretars 
he Bonneville Pt 
transmission, distribution, s: i schedul 
Secretary is authorized and directed to supply and 
McNary Daim the necessary construction power for the Hell 
c. 4. (a) The initial works of the projects authorized by section 1 
and any additional works or division, including the irrigation features « 
Payette unit of the Mountain Home division, that may be authorized as herein 
ifter provided shall be treated as one project for the purpose, among others, of 
| iding for the application of project revenues to the return of reimbursable 
osts in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation ws. Fed 
‘ral reclamation developments proposed to be constructed in the Central and 
Snake River Basin may be authorized as works or divisions of these 
ojects but only if such authorization is specifically provided by an Act of 
Congress. Recommendations by the Secretary with respect to such authoriza 
ions shall be made in connection with the Secretary's report and findings under 


ction 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). which report 


} 


t 


include findings as to the costs and benefits of the proposed developments 


nd as to the effect of such authorization on the project’s power rate structure 


the case of the irrigation features of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
vision, such a report shall be made and trausmitted to the Congress not later 


han during the term of the Kighty-fifth Congress. 

(b) The term “Central and Upper Snake River Basin” as used in this Act 
shall mean the area comprising the drainage basin of the Snake River and its 
tributaries down to and including the Clearwater River 
Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys not 


‘therwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. 


(The report of the Bureau of the Budget and attached letter from 
the President of the United States follow :) 





390 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 18, 1955 
Hon, JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DEar Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 5, 1955 
requesting the views of this Bureau with respect to 8S. 1333, a bill to authorize thy 
‘onstruction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake 
River between Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes. 

The bill would authorize and direct the Department of the Interior, under t] 
supervision and direction of the Secretary of the Interior to construct the Hi: 
Canyon Dam described in volume 2 of House Document 473, 81st Congress, : 
modified by the Commissioner of Reclamation, and approved by the Secreta: 
on May 11, 1951, and the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of 
the Mountain Home division described in the report of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. The bill also includes 
provision for the application, in accordance with provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws, of project revenues to the return of reimbursable costs of 
other Federal reclamation developments in the central and upper Snake River 
Basin that may be later authorized specifically by act of Congress as works or 
divisions of the Snake River project. 

The Federal Power Commission now has under consideration applications 
from a private corporation for license to construct several hydroelectric projects 
in the same reach of the Snake River as proposed for development by the 
Government under the bill S. 1333. 

The administration’s position on this project is set forth in the President's 
letter to you of February 4, 1955, copy of which is attached. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that any action by the 
committee be deferred until the Federal Power Commission has acted upon the 
license applications now under consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) DoNatp R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 
Attachment: Copy of President’s letter of February 4. 
THe Wuirte Hovusks, 
Washington, February 4, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MURRAY: This is in answer to the letter that you and Senators 
Mansfield, Magnuson, Jackson, Morse, and Neuberger sent to me under date of 
December 30, 1954. In that letter you urged that my state of the Union message 
recommend early authorization of a high Federal Hells Canyon Dam. 

In the state of the Union message delivered to the Congress on January 6, 
1955, I said “* * * the Nation must adhere to three fundamental policies: First, 
to develop, wisely use, and to conserve basic resources from generation to 
generation ; second, to follow the historic pattern of developing these resources 
primarily by private citizens under fair provisions of law, including restraints for 
proper conservation; and, third, to treat resource development as a partnership 
undertaking—a partnership in which the participation of private citizens and 
State and local governments is as necessary as is Federal participation.” I also 
said that the Federal Government must shoulder its own partnership obligations 
by undertaking projects of such complexity and size that their success requires 
Federal development. 

The Federal Power Commission now has under active consideration an appli 
eation for a license to construct several hydroelectric projects in the same 
stretch of the Snake River as the site of the proposed Federal Hells Canyon 
project. When such an application is made under the Federal Power Act the 
Commission has the duty of determining whether the plans described in the ap- 
plication are best adapted for the development, conservation, and utilization in the 
public interest of the water resources of the region, and whether or not they are 
in harmony with the comprehensive plan for develdpment of these resources. 
Whenever in the judgment of the Commission the development should be under- 
taken by the United States itself, the Commission is required to submit to Con 
cress its findings and appropriate recommendations. 
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Inder these circumstances, I do not believe the administration should deter- 
ne the issue in advance of the decision of the Federal Power Commission. 
Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D, EISENHOWER. 


(The letter from the sponsors of S. 1333 to the Chairman of the 
’ederal Power Commission and his reply are as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 


n. JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, 
Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR MR. KUYKENDALL: You are doubtless aware that the undersigned are 

mong the 30 members of the United States Senate who are cosponsors of 8. 1333, 

, authorize the construction, operation and maintenance of the Hells Canyon 
Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and Washington, and for related pur- 

oses. A copy of the bill is enclosed for your information. Companion bills 
ive been introduced in the House of Representatives. 

The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs held hearings on the 
Senate bill during the week of April 3 at Boise, Idaho; Lewiston, Idaho; Pasco, 
Wash. ; and Portland, Oreg., in order to give people at the grass roots opportunity 

» be heard for or against the legislation. As soon as practicable, further hear- 

gs will be held in Washington or in the field where engineering, economic, and 
ther data essential in consideration of the legislation will be sought. 

lhe action of the Senate and the House of Representatives in referring the 

thorization bills to the appropriate committee of each house shows, in our 
pinion, desire of the Congress to retain jurisdiction of the Hells Canyon 

elopment. 

Therefore, we, as among the sponsors of S. 1333, respectfully request that 

ie Federal Power Commission hold in abeyance any action on the application 
f the Idaho Power Co. for a license under the Federal Power Act to construct 

roelectric dams in the Hells Canyon area, pending action by the Congress 
Che Idaho Power Co.’s applications are docketed as project Nos. 1971, 2182, 
2133. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this request and advise of your Commission’s 

ction thereon as early as practicable. 
Sincerely, 
Signatures to April 12, 1955:) 

James E. Murray, Earl C. Clements, Dennis Chavez, Herbert H. 
Lehman, Wayne Morse, Theodore Green, Mike Mansfield, Hubert 
H. Humphrey, Richard L. Neuberger, John J. Sparkman, Warren 
G. Magnuson, Robert 8S. Kerr, Thomas C. Hennings, William 
Langer, Lister Hill, Albert Gore, Pat McNamara, Olin D. John 
ston, W. Kerr Scott, Matthew M. Neely, Paul H. Douglas, Stuart 
Symington, Estes Kefauver, J. William Fulbright, Joseph C. 
O'Mahoney, Clinton P. Anderson, 


—_————_——_ 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, April 28, 1955. 
Projects Nos. 1971, 2132 and 2133 
Hon. JAMES BE, MURRAY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Murray: This will acknowledge your letter of April 18, 1955, 
nd the request contained therein that the Commission hold in abeyance any 
ction on Idaho Power Co.’s pending applications for licenses under the Fed- 
eral Power Act to construct hydroelectric dams in the Hells Canyon stretch 
f the Snake River, pending action by Congress on legislation which, if ap 
proved, would authorize construction by the United States of a hydroelectric 
dam in the area in question. 

The proceeding to which your letter refers is not, at the present time, before 
the Commission for any action. In accordance with the Administrative Pro- 
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cedure Act, the initial decision on the record of the hearing in this mat 
now being prepared by the hearing examiner who presided over the hea 
Following the issuance of his initial decision, the law provides opport 
for the filing of exceptions by all of the parties and by the Comunissio1 
whereupon, some months from now, the matter will be before us for our 
for the first time. 

Having no foreknowledge of what the initial decision will recommend or 
the exceptions which undoubtedly will be filed with respect to it, there is 
present way of knowing whether any license or licenses would be justified 

You may be assured that the Commission will give full consideration to 4 
request when the time comes for us to cousider the record in the matter, it R 
ing any exceptions to the examiner's initial decision. 

By direction of the Commission. 

(Signed) JERomME K. KUYKENDALL. 
Chairma 


Same letter to: Hon. Dennis Cravez, Hon. Wayne Morse, Hon. Mike Mansfi 
Hon. Richard L. Neuberger, Hon. Warren G. Magnuson, Hon. Thomas C. He 
nings, Jr., Hon. Lister Hill, Hon. Pat MeNamara, Hon. W. Kerr Scott. H 
Clinton P. Anderson, Hon. Paul H. Douglas, Hon. Stuart Symington, Hon. Estes 
Kefauver, Hon. J. William Fulbright, Hon. Joseph C. O'Mahoney, Hon. Earle 
Clements, Hon. Robert 8S. Kerr, Lion. Theodore Green, Hon. Herbert H. Lehn 1 
Hon. John J. Sparkman, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey, Hon. William Langer, H 
Olin D. Johnston, Hon. Albert Gore, Hon. Matthew M. Neely. 


(The following document was submitted for the record :) 


lFAcT SHEET ON HELLS CANYON PROJEC' 
(To be authorized under S. 1333) 


Phusical features and estimated costs 
Hells Canyon Dan: 
Storage Capacity (active) acre-feet 3. S80. 000 
Power Plant (Ultimate Capacity ) kilowatts 900, 000 
Power Plant (output prime) do 386. O00 
Increased output downstream plants, prime power alo 36, O00 
Total increased prime power do 
Estimated construction cost (1955) 
Scriver Creek Power Facilities: 
Upper Power Plant Capacity (initial) __kilowatts 37, 500 
Lower Power Plant Capacity (initial) - do ; 60, 000 
Total kilowatts ‘ ‘ , = 97, 500 
Estimated construction cost sie on = : ctueemn aD. 084.000 


(Cascade Reservoir already constructed will provide 410,000 acre-feet surplus 
to irrigation needs at cost of $4,658,000 to Scriver Creek plant.) 


Hells Canyon transmission system (including southern Idaho line 
and integration with present Bonneville system) ‘ = $146, 000, 000 


Total estimated construction costs, subject to revision: 
Hells Canyon__-_- ae ____. $353, 740, 000 
Seriver Creek sea 7 es oh : 45, 934, 000 
Transmission 146, 000, 000 


Total ae ie at i iliac ani snikcinthacn gisiietil: Gare, C00 
Nonreimbursable allocations to flood control, aid to navigation and 


recreation _— 5 ea ct jae a 5 - abs 48, 000, 000 


REPAYMENT AND AID TO IRRIGATION 


The entire returnable cost of the project would be repaid in 50 years, from 
power sales with surplus revenues to be made available to aid irrigation in 
Idaho, principally Mountain Home Project of 192,000 acres, and eventually t 
aid 2 million acres. 
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Phe letter from Paul J. Raver, referred to in the opening state 
of Senator Anderson, follows:) 
SEATTLE, WASH., April 27, 1 


tor CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
hairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
Nenate Interior Committce, Washington, D. C 


nk SENATOR ANDERSON: Mr. G. W. Lineweaver has sent to me 
ecord before a committee of the House of Representatives on H 
s Canyon Dam. 
Beginning on page 355 of this record is a statement which I had placed in 
e record for me at the time of the hearing. Mr. Lineweaver has inquired 
whether I am still in accord with the statement that I made att that time 
his is to advise you that I am still in accord with the statement made by 
at that time and I am willing to have it placed in the record if you feel 
iit it may have some value. There are some things in the statement of course 
should be changed now as a result of changes in the conditions. For 
mple, on page 357 I state that the Hells Canyon development will add over 
illion kilowatts of prime power and then point out, “This is at least a half 
illion kilowatts of prime power more than one alternative which has been 
suggested—construction of five run-of-the-river plants in the Hells Canyon 
servoir area.” I am not familiar with the present alternative being proposed 
vy the Idaho Power Co. and the material in quotes above should therefore be 
cken from my statement if you desire to use it. 
am returning the clippings from the record to Mr. Lineweaver. 
Very sincerely yours, 


\ 


(Signed) Paut J. RAver 


Dr. Raver’s statement as corrected by him is as follows :) 


EMENT OF Dr. PAaut J. RAvER, THEN BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATOR, 
rHeE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE House Com 
'TTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS ON H. R. 5748, ON MArcH 26, 1952 
3 CORRECTED AND BROUGHT UP TO DATE BY Him, APRIL 27, 1955) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want first to give my full 

dorsement to the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. A vast wealth of 

nowledge and experience has been gained in recent years in the development 

nd operation of river systems. The plan for the development of the Columbia 
been based upon this established body of experience. 

On the Columbia River system there are 2 completed major Federal projects 

nd 10 others under construction. The next logical step in the development 
of the system is the construction of the Hells Canyon storage and power project. 
This is not fine spun theorizing but is dictated by elementary engineering and 
economic facts. Any soundly managed American business concern which held 
uong its resources a great river system such as the Columbia and Snake Rivers, 
would apply exactly the same technical thinking to determine the next project 
n a river system to be developed as that applied by the Federal agencies in 
planning for the development of Hells Canyon Dam—and any such business 
oncern would be regarded as highly remiss in its duties to its stockholders if 

did not act according to such business judgment as we have applied. 

‘River basin development” in the sense in which I have used it is simply a 
term which denotes a tool for increasing the well-being of the people of the 
region and the Nation. My purpose in coming here to testify is to discuss 
with you the many ways in which this next step in the comprehensive plan 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam—will provide new bases for job oppor 
tunities and for private investment, will open up new avenues of industrial 
development, will contribute to an improved standard of living for the people 
of the basin, will promote the conservation of the river’s resources, and will 
strengthen the Nation’s security and economic strength in the near future and 
lor many years to come, 

Hells Canyon is a key structure in the control and utilization of the waters of 
the Snake River. It is one of the essential projects in the plan for the multiple 
purpose development of the Columbia River system, which was worked out after 
vears of study by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
\rmy-Interior agreement of 1949 recommended the Hells Canyon project for 





394 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


early construction as part of that plan. This plan was presented as a w) 
to Congress, and Congress has authorized the Army’s part of the plan, leay 
in an incomplete state only the Interior Department’s portions, of which H 
Canyon is a major project. 

Since this plan is based on the experience we have gained regarding un 
river basin development it is essential that the entire plan be kept intact. 1 
is a point to which I wish to address myself. In the past it was the prac 
to build isolated projects on our rivers. An isolated project captured a s 
part of the usefulness of a river and made it available to the localities neigh! 
ing the development. We have learned that by interconnecting all of the proj 
in a basin and designing them for operation as a system, it is possible to obt 
larger benefits and spread them over a wider area. In this manner the useful: 
of a stream is multiplied and we therefore have a situation in which the wt 
is greater than the sum of its isolated parts. This applies to the aggregat« 
the multiple purposes for which a river system can be useful to mankin 
irrigation, navigation, flood control, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other u 
as well as power. 

In the Pacific Northwest, one of the unique characteristics of the singula 
predictable Columbia River system is that these various uses do not confi 
with each other, but are in fact complementary; that is to say, flood cont: 
power, and irrigation can all be developed to the maximum with the same storay: 
facilities. 

Becavse of the nature of the streams in the Columbia River Basin the rese: 
voirs can be drawn down in the fall and winter seasons to produce power w 
the assurance that they will be refilled with the spring and summer high fi 
which result from melting snow packs. This evacuation of the reservoirs du 
the winter brings us to the spring flood season with reservoir space to cont 
spring floods. It is also noteworthy that the spring growing season is just 
period when spring flood waters may be introduced on the land to irrigate cr 
and this high flow continues through the growing season. Thus water taken f 
irrigation in no way conflicts with power production. These results follow on; 
if the river system is designed and constructed for operation as a unit and wou 
not equally exist if the various projects were operated on an isolated basis. 

The foregoing facts illustrate the relationship between the various water © 
trol purposes, but it is equally fundamental that the projects of a river syst: 
be operated as a unit electrically, and be interconnected with a network of tra 
mission lines. I will discuss this in greater detail later. 

Other witnesses will address themselves to further aspects of this river syst: 
operation, but I wish to direct the remainder of my remarks to the subject of 
power. I am charged with the power marketing responsibilities in this regior 

Electric power is the key which unlocks the door to the development and utiliz 
tion of the many resources of the region. More power than will be generated 
by all plants, either existing or under construction, is needed in the homes, 0 
the farms and in the factories, existing and potential, throughout the Pacifi 
Northwest. Power is needed to support the region’s growing population, 
agricultural and forest industries, and for the processing of mineral resources. 
such as phosphates, which are so abundant in southern Idaho. 

The growth of powerloads in the Pacific Northwest is such that just to meet 
so-called normal increases in load—that is, increased use by present consumers 
and new population—we need every year to have about 300,000 kilowatts of 
additional prime power. We are faced with shortages because our schedules 
for providing this large an increase in power capacity every year have not beet 
met. In addition to meeting this so-called normal load growth in the region 
almost as much more new power capacity is needed each year for new industria 
requirements which would bolster the Nation’s defense production. The total 
new power requirements amount to a little more than the equivalent of a Bonne 
ville Dam each year. 

The Pacific Northwest has been short of power during the past few yerrs 
and will continue to be short for at least the next 5 years. This is based on : 
comparison of estimated future power requirements with all sources of supp!) 
Federal and non-Federal. All major power suppliers in the region are inte! 
connected and operate as a single power pool to meet the needs of the region 
The backbone of this supply is the power of the Columbia River system and 
any proposal which would waste any part of the potential power of this rive! 
system is a threat to the economy of the Pacific Northwest now and in the futur 

Electric energy requirements in the Pacific Northwest have been increasing 
at a much more rapid rate than the average for the Nation as a whole. Thi 
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ster rate of population increase, greater usage by consumers, and industrial 

pansion account for this more rapid growth. Today over 95 percent of the 
rms in the Pacific Northwest receive service. Average use per consume! 

: also increased rapidly. The average residential and farm consumer in the 

cific Northwest currently uses about three times as much electricity as he 
ed in 1940. Asa result, residential and farm consumption has increased since 

war peak at a much more rapid rate than consumption by industries 

Owing to the short power supply, such expansion as has occurred in the 
uminum and other electroprocess industries since the end of the war has been 

sed primarily on the use of interruptible power. This power is subject to 

irtailment under adverse water conditions. Use of such power is an im 

rtant factor in production for defense. In 1951 about 10 percent of the Nation’s 
uminum was produced in the Pacific Northwest using this interruptible power 

Power requirements of all categories of consumers will continue to expand 
We expect that the requirements of domestic, commercial, and existing industrial 
onsumers will more than double in the next 10 years. Requirements treble 
hen we include potential new electroprocess industries. 

The facts of power growth which I have outlined give emphasis to the need 
r the construction of projects which will make the largest contribution to 
e power capabilities of the entire interconnected system in the Pacific North 
est. Hells Canyon is at the top of the list of such projects. 

The Columbia Basin’s phenomenal growth of power needs has been taking 
ace in the region which has potentially the greatest reserve of hydroelectric 
ower to be found in the United States. This reserve is so great that if it is 
roperly developed in the light of our best knowledge of engineering techniques, 
he needs will eventually be met and the development which is possible in the 
ea will be realized. If proper and nonwasteful development is to be had, 
lequate storage reservoirs must be added to the system in order to derive the 
greatest power benefits from the flow of the river. From the start, it might 
ive been possible to develop the entire Columbia River system by a series of 
in-of-the-river plants. This would have been both wasteful and foolish. Not 
nly would power benefits have been at a minimum, but other beneficial uses 
f the stream would have been lost forever. Wherever there is a natural storage 
eservoir it is a resource in itself which the region cannot afford to lose. 

The Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River is such a natural reservoir. It 

inconceivable that valuable storage which can be made available for control 

f stream flows downstream as far away as Bonneville Dam and Portland, Oreg., 
hould be sacrificed to a series of run-of-the-river plants. 

I am well aware that many alternative schemes have been proposed, all of 
vhich would utilize alternative storage facilities and yet would cause the full 
torage of Hells Canyon itself to be wasted and lost forever. Therefore I do 
ot see how anyone in a position of responsibility and public trust for the de 
elopment of this great resource in the national and regional interest could 
‘dvocate anything less than development of the maximum storage, which we 
know to be a basie essential of this development. The public interest demands 
that such storage be developed at the Hells Canyon site. 

Hells Canyon Dam is one project which can be built now with a minimum of 
nterference with any other valuable resource and which will also permit full 
\dvantage to be taken of the storage potential on the middle Snake River. 

So far I have expressed the facts relating to storage in a very general fashion. 
“he quantities of power which will be added to the Columbia River power system 
show these facts more directly. In a system operation consisting of the existing, 
authorized, and recommended Federal projects, the Hells Canyon development 
brought into the system and operated as a part thereof will add over 1,100,000 
kilowatts of prime power. 

All of the prime power which the Hells Canyon Dam would add to the Federal 
system would not be generated at the Hells Canyon powerplant. Releases of 
tored waters from Hells Canyon Reservoir, passing through the generators of 
the downstream plants, would successively add large amounts of prime power 
to the system total. The diversity of power flows over the transmission network 
would also add sizable amounts of prime power to the system. The transmission 
network which traverses the Pacific Northwest enables flows of power to move 
to and from the various generating projects and thence to the various load 
centers, making possible this increment of power and enabling the system to be 
perated at its maximum capability. The direction and quantities of power 


flow will vary with the seasons of the year. 


I 
I 
: 
t 
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The transmission network is also the tool by which power is brought tr 
market. The network reaches load centers throughout the Pacific Northwe 
Power from Hells Canyon will flow to load centers in the middle and upper 8: 
valleys and to other points on the system. During the fall and winter se 
when Hells Canyon will be operated at or near its full capacity, power will 
both to southern Idaho and to points in Oregon and Washington. During t 
spring and summer the delivery of Hells Canyon power to southern Idaho wil 
supplemented with power from other plants in the system. 

Hells Canyon power is the key to unlocking on a large scale the phospl 
deposits of the Pacific Northwest with tremendous benefits to midwestern and { 
western farmers and to the entire Nation. This region has 60 percent of t 
phosphate rock of the country but contributes currently about 8 percent of | 
annual market supply. The drain on Florida and Tennessee deposits goes 
unchecked and should be supplemented in time with larger western output in 
best interests of the country. Our estimates indicate that some 400,000 kilowa 
could be used in producing prosphorus and phosphate fertilizers in the Ida 
area by 1960 including the plants now in operation and the one under constructior 

The increased supply of concentrated superphosphate which will be mad 
possible with low-cost Hells Canyon power will result in greater utilization of t] 
all-important phosphate fertilizer. Thus, the benefits of Hells Canyon will 
cistributed over most of the Western States. 

Even more significant would be the contribution made to the national agricnu 
tural economy. I am told that the Nation still takes out of the soil more ph 
phate than is restored in fertilizer and that unless this trend is reversed 
agricultural cutput will fall. An essential means to this end is greater use of the 
high-concentrate phosphate fertilizers. Low-concentrate phosphate fertilizer 
cannot move long distances, and the costs of production are rising because of the 
tight situation in sulfuric acid essential in making this grade. The hig! 
concentrate tertilizer is reaching the point of competitive costs with the low 
concentrate, but it is essential that power be available at a cost of 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour or less. Two farm cooperative groups have attempted for the past 
few years to enter the phosphate-fertilizer industry in southern Idaho but hav: 
been unable to do so because the prices asked for power by the private utilities 
were prohibitively high. Hells Canyon power will break this bottleneck. 

There are other industrial benefits possible from this project. A number of 
mining developments may occur in southern Idaho that would not otherwise be 
possible. The growth of electroprocess industries—light metals and chemicals 
will also be aided, possibly in southern Idaho and possibly in other areas where 
the downstream power benefits will accrue. Any of these developments will 
be of national value to the defense program as well as to the normal economic 
growth of the country. These possibilities alone are a strong justification for 
Hells Canyon Dam. But to me, the overwhelming advantage lies in the stimu 
lus that should occur in phosphorus and fertilizer and the great savings to the 
agricultural economy. 

Furthermore, the use of power for irrigation pumping is increasing rapidly 
in southern Idaho. Hells Canyon will make low-cost power available for this 
development. 

In conclusion, I want to make the point that the power facilities of the Co- 
lumbia River power system are operated on a basis which enables them to produce 
revenues sufficient to pay all power costs and toe return to the Federal Treasury 
its full power investment with interest over a proper period of years. This 
would likewise be true of the power-producing Hells Canyon Dam. 

The fact that we are here dealing with a program which fully pays its way 
is not to be taken as an end in itself. The Federal power program in the Pa 
cific Northwest makes its real contribution by encouraging the widest possible 
use of Columbia River power at the lowest cost to the consumer. The power 
which is now produced at the two completed projects, Bonneville and Grand 
Coulee Dams, stimulates every phase of domestic and industrial life in the 
Pacific Northwest. This progress in itself should induce us to demand the most 
complete development of the power potential which exists in the river system 
While the contribution to the regional economy and the national defense is 
already of a high order, it yet fails to meet the maximum of which it is capable, 
and until it does we should not be satisfied. Hells Canyon Dam itself is a sym 
bol of the progress which we can and must make. 
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Senator AnpreRsSoN. The first witnesses will be four Members of the 
House of Representatives who are sponsoring bills identical to S. 
3 in that body. They have advised that each has committee meet 

gs on the other side of the Capitol that require their presence. 

Phe Members of the House will be followed by witnesses from the 
partment of the Interior requested by the committee to testify 
ctually on technical ph ases of the He lis ‘ anyon project proposed 
) Le authorized by 8. 1333. 

I think in orde ‘to let the House Members vet back to their com 
ttees, we will start with Mrs. Gracie Pfost. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Representative Prost. My very presence before the Senate Interior 
(‘ommittee today May be inte rpreted by your committee, Mr. Chair 

an, as proof that the citizens of my congressional district desire the 
Federal Government to build a high dam at Hells C anyon. 

[ have lived in Idaho most of my life and, as you know, I was elected 

) the 83d Congress as a vigorous propone " of construction of the 

eh Hells Canyon Dam by the Bureau of Reclamation in general 

cordance with the measure you are now hearing. I am familiar 

th the entire history of this proposal, the controversies involved, and 

November I was reelected to the S4th Congress in no small meas 

ire because I continued to advocate the authorization of the project 
iare here considering. 

| am sponsoring an identical bill in the House of Representatives 

d, as a member of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Com 

ttee, hope to shortly secure on the House side the same consideration 

ou are giving this bill today. 

My respect for your committee, Mr. Chairman, is such that I feel I 

ould not take more of your time than to register this straight all-out 

idorsement, but ask permission to file a further statement with your 
committee in which I will cover some of the misconceptions about this 
project which have arisen in the minds of the people. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. We will be very happy to have a 
supplementary statement from you, and I think probably it can be 
incorporated in the record at this point whenever it is submitted. 

(The additional remarks of Representative Pfost are as follows :) 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GRACIE Prost, DEMOCRAT, OF IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Gracie Pfost, and | am a Member of Congress from 
I ae 

It was my privilege to participate in the Hells Canyon field hearings conducted 
recently by this committee in the Northwest. Two of these hearings were held 
i my own State of Idaho—a morning hearing at Boise and a hearing that same 
fternoon at Lewiston. It became apparent as the hearings progressed that 
opponents of the high Federal dam were parading three principal bogeymen: 

l. Loss of water rights. 

2. Loss of tax revenue, 

». Socialism. 

None of them have any real substance. They exist only because of the atmos 
phere of doubt and distortion which has been carefully created by opponents of 
the high dam. I'd like to take advantage of this opportunity to look closely at 


ne opposit ion’s case, 
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Threat of the loss of water rights naturally throws a fright into me and 
farmers of my State. As we westerners know, to tamper with a farmer’s wa 
right is to touch « i keg of dynamite. Hells Canyon opponents have b 
hammering away for a long time on the idea that some high dam hocus-po: 
would take water rigits away from the farmers who live above the dam in 
Snake River Valley 

These purveyors of fright have evidently failed to read my bill (H. R. 471 
and its Senate counterpart (3. 1338) They should take a long look at 
language of these bills, beginning with line 20 on page 2 and running thi 
line 5 on page 8. It reads as follows: 

“The Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in op 
ating and maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided 
this act, be governed by the “ederal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902 
Stat. 388), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto). 

“Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as d 
not conflict with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation 
other beneficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid und: 
State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

Anyone familiar with the Federal Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902, know 
that section S compels the Secretary of the Interior to abide by the laws of the 
State of Idaho before he acquires any rights. The Idaho Constitution, in artic 
15, section 2, deals with the matter of priority of appropriation, and provides 
that the use of water for domestic and irrigation purposes shall have prefere! 
over its use for industry. 

hold that a person who reads carefully—and with an open mind—the part 
of the bill I have just quoted will be convinced that present and future wate: 
rights in the Snake River Valley for irrigation and other beneficial consumptive 
uses are fully protected. The passage of this bill would not disturb one sing 
water right in the State of Idaho. Any statement to the contrary is a smok: 
screen to evade the real issue. 

The water rights bogeyman was recently blown up to new proportions by the 
process of asking a trick question of a lawyer in the American Law Division of 
the Library of Congress. The question was whether the Congress could, under 
the commerce clause of the United States Constitution, require the release of 
waters above the dam for navigation purposes. 

The answer overlooked the fact that this legislation carries a specific con 
gressional declaration to prohibit the use of this clause to the detriment of the 
water users of Idaho. The answer also overlooked the fact that irrigation 
law has been built up into the statutes of the Western States and in Idalx 
This law is very explicit in determining the rights of water users. For a 
eastern attorney to make the bald statement that the high dam will destroy 
the water rights of users above or below the dam is preposterous and misleading 
The rights, as I have stated, are not only protected by specific provision in this 
bill, but they are clearly defined in the statutory laws of the State of Idaho and 
of previous congressional acts. The courts of Idaho have and will continue t 
define the rights of individuals and the decision will not be left to some easter: 
attorney. Furthermore, my bill protects the Idaho courts’ right to determine 
Idaho water rights. 

I repeat—the priority of the use of water for irrigation over the use of 
water for power was established long ago. It is uniform and universal 
It is practical policy in Idaho law and practical policy in Bureau of Re: 
lamation law. Seventeen powerful States are banded together under the 
National Reclamation Association, and it is not conceivable that Congress will 
ever attempt to disturb the waters used for irrigation and related purposes in 
Idaho or any of the other reclamation States, 

At the risk of being personal—I'd like to point out that T was reared on thi 
family irrigated farm in the Boise Valley. I know firsthand the significance 
of water rights. I would not—and could not—support any bill that did not 
absolutely guarantee the priority of the use of water for irrigation and con 
sumptive domestic use over its use for power. 

I'd like to make one more point on the water rights scare. Expert river flow 
studies prove there is enough water even in the driest year to fill the hig 
dam and to irrigate all present plus a million new acres of farmland. Water 
would be stored at the dam site only after every drop of its use had heen 
squeezed out for irrigation. In view of these facts, it seems improbable to me 
that the water rights question would ever arise again. 
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» second bogeyman was conjured up by the opposition out of the fact 
Government Hells Canyon project would be tax exempt while the pri- 
power project would pay taxes. Opponents see in this fact a great loss in 
evenues for the communities, counties, and States where the projects 
d be located. 
vloss over the fact that the high dam would not only produce consid- 
vy more kilowatts of power, but that it would be cheaper power—and 
cheap power attracts new taxpaying industry into any locality. Without 
heap power there will be no great industrial growth, 
s3rownlee Dam—the one small dam for which the Federal Power Com 
on examiner has recommended that the Idaho Power Co. be given a li- 
se to build—is a dog-in-the-manger dam. It would usurp a great natural 
site for a peaking capacity of only 414,000 kilowatts. Even if the private 
company’s three small dams were all licensed and actually built they 
d add only 885,000 kilowatts to the Northwest power pool. The high dam, 
the other hand, would make possible the generation of 1,460,000 kilowatts of 
isable power. The difference is almost the equivalent of one Bonneville 


has been further estimated that the public power would cost about $20 per 
watt year to produce at public costs, While the private power would cost an 
ated $36.70 per kilowatt year. 

More power at about half the cost is certainly a better deal for Idaho, for the 
thwest and for the country as a whole. Expanded production means ex- 
ded payrolls. Expanded payrolls means new homes and new buying power. 

New buying power means new service trades. All mean new tax revenues for the 
us. for the counties, for the States and for the Nation. 
one can predict with certainty what is going to happen, but using the 
mie impact of the Grand Coulee and Bonneville projects as a gauge, it seems 
to say that the new tax revenues which would result from the cycle of 
ty promoted and made possible by the high dam would certainly equal, if 
reatly exceed, any revenue which would accrue from the private projects. 
equently coupled with the tax-revenue fallacy is the statement that while 
axpayer will have to dig down in his pockets for every penny that goes into 
iigh dam, the private dams won't cost him a thing. 
is is sheer nonsense. The people are going to pay for either dam that is built. 
the high dain is built, it will be built out of tax money, but 90 percent of that 
ey will be returned to the Government, with interest, over the payout period. 
i Coulee and Bonneville, financed in the same manner, are years ahead of 
ment schedules, and they have ample reserves. ‘The industry they have 
ted is returning tax revenues to the Government far in excess of the taxes 
lh would have been paid by smaller developments by private power companies. 
[f the low dam is built, the people in the area will pay not only for its construc- 
but they will also pay the private power company’s much advertised taxes 
ears and years to come every time they make out a check for a light bill. 
nd the whole Nation will be shortchanged on kilowatts—kilowatts that might 

) spell the difference between defeat and victory in a war emergency. 

Would construction of the high dam be socialistic? 

Well, if it would, all I can say is that we now have in Washington one of the 
st socialistic administrations in the history of our country. This administra- 

has placed itself squarely and vocally behind the mammoth Colorado River 

rage project. This project, as passed by the United States Senate, contains 

dains and storage reservoirs for river regulation and power, and 33 irrigation 

storage projects. The overall project repayment period is 75 years, includ 

construction and development period. The repayment plan anticipates 

ing power at 6 mills for the full 75-year period. The estimated cost of the 
ject-is about $114 billion. 

I don’t see how anyone who supports the administration which supports this 

oject can, in all conscience, call the Hells Canyon dam socialistic. 

I've heard many definitions of socialism in my time. But I don’t think the 

lich dam at Hells Canyon fits any of them. To my mind, this project is a 
erfect example of what Abraham Lincoln had in mind when he said, “The 
egitimate object of Government is to do for the people what needs to be done, but 
hich they cannot, by individual effort, do at all, or do so well for themselves.” 
rhe people, individually or in groups, cannot fully and properly devélop the 
Hells Canyon site. Its proper use is the continuation of the policy of river 
evelopment laid down by Theodore Roosevelt in 1908, and is part of a compre 
ensive plan for the development of the whole Columbia River basin. If the site 
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is only partially developed, as it would be with the construction of only 1, « 
or even 3 of the Idaho Power Co.’s dam plan, then not only will the site itsel|! 
squandered but the whole development plan for the Columbia River basin wi 
thwarted. 

Construction of the high dam—and only the high dam—can assure to the pe 
of Idaho and the Northwest all of the benetits that are their rightful herit 
I don’t call that socialism. I call that conservation and proper use of a 
natural resource. 

For many years now I've been thoroughly convinced of the rightness of build 
the high dam It is, therefore, most satisfying to me to realize that this gi 
committee of the United States Senate has under consideration legislation wl! 
would authorize construction of that dam. I hope the House Interior Commit 
of which I am a member, will soon follow suit. 


Senator ANpERSON. Congressman Metcalf ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Representative Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief, 
cause I came here this morning simply to tell you that the peop << of 
western Montana want the full potential development of our rivers 
of the Columbia Basin, including the benefits that will come from the 
Government erection of a high dam on the Snake River in Hells 
Canyon. 

I advocated a high dam at Hells Canyon when I was elected in 1952. 
I advocated it when I was reelected in 1954. The people in my district 
know what these projects mean for the West. 

In my district, largely through the wisdom and generosity of this 
Senate committee, we now are profiting from the high dam you au 
thorized Reclamation to build on the Flathead River, the Hungry 
Horse Dam. Unless a high dam is built at Hells Canyon, we cannot 
obtain the full potential benefits of the Columbia River system on 
which the Northwest depends, and also from Montana’s point of view 
my State hopes to enjoy some low-cost kilowatts from the high Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

I want positively to recommend in this personal appearance the 
authorization of the high Hells Canyon Dam to be built by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and I ask permission to file a further statement. 

I want to comment that we four Representatives from the House 
from the States immediately affected, have personally appeared here 
this morning, but scores of House Members are interested in this 
legislation and have given us assurance of support when it reaches the 
floor. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. Metcalf. 

Senator Anperson. Representative Magnuson / 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Representative Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, I appear before you 
very briefly to support S. 1333, and to tell you that the Bi of my 
State of Washington are in favor of this legisl: ation. 

I know you are aware that I have introduced identical legislation 
in the House. as have the other three Members of the House who 


appear here with me. 
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In the State of Washington we know the benefits which come from 
ese oreal Government resource developments from our experience 
-ith Grand Coulee, Bonneville, and other public power dams. We 
int full development of the Columbia system of rivers. 

I was elected Representative at Large from the State of Washington 
| platform calling for such development. 
\ir. Chairman, in order to conserve the committee’s time, and with 
our permission, J will take no more time now but should like to 

resent a statement with a fuller account of my views for the record. 
Senator ANpEeRSON. Thank you, and that statement will be received 
| will be printed following your remarks. 

(The additional remarks of Representative Magnuson are as fol 


ows:) 


I want to make clear to this Senate committee the reason for my direct en 
rsement of authorization of the high Hells Canyon Dam built by the Gover! 
ent is that such action is an absolute essential to the reaffirmation of Congress’ 
storical policy for full potential development of Western resources. It’s on 
s Hells Canyon bill that this Congress will settle this national issue 
I am familiar with the facts and the confusion that will be spread before you 
vou hear the pro and con witnesses on the Hells Canyon high dam author 
tion—S. 1333—and I regret to state I expect to hear this performance repeated 
the House of Representatives, where I have introduced a similar bill. I have 
th that the Senate committee can separate the trash and falsehoods from the 
cTgs 
I was born in Freeman, Spokane County, Wash., and have watched that 

ntry grow. Water and waterpower is a vital resource to the Northwest I 
tched this issue being fought out over the years on the Grand Coulee project 

I have heard its opponents make most of the assertions that opponents of Hells 

Canyon make today. Now, I can drive to the magnificent Grand Coulee Dam 

few hours from my home, and see the proof in concrete and stone. I can 
ee the proof further in the economy of the State of Washington, which I rep 
esent as Congressman at Large, when I go to the Coulee. Its stature there today 
roves false all the accusations today being heard at Hells Canyon. 

Everybody in Washington State is in favor of the biggest public-power project 
ver built in this country, at Grand Coulee, for the proof is in the finished 
product; and that will hold for Hells Canyon Dam when it also is completed 
as a Federal public-power project—the only way it possibly can be built. 

And in the State of Washington, Grand Coulee is only one of these projects 
We have Bonneville. We have the Seattle City Light complex of public-powe1 
ams. We have the Tacoma development. We know what these things are 
we can’t be fooled ; and we'd also like a few more low-cost public-power kilowatts 
rom Hells Canyon. 

Now, you are going to hear from the opponents a lot of bewildering testimony 
that in some way their water rights would be impaired. S. 1333, and my parallel 
bill in the House, make those sacred water rights inviolate. They are not 

oing to be impaired. Their protection is the same protection that has proved 
dequate for all the great Federal reclamation developments in the State of 
Washington. 

You are going to hear, as I have heard, masses of technical testimony as to 
the kilowatts the high Federal dam would develop as compared to the generation 
it the three low dams with which the Idaho Power Co. is seeking to preempt 
his great natural resource—Hells Canyon. There probably will be, as is natu 
ally the case, some difference in this battle of the figures, but I want to point 
ut the agreement that exists. 

Everybody—even the technicians hired by the power company—is agreed that 
Hells Canyon high dam will produce virtually one-third again as many kilowatts 


the three low dams, kilowatts which may be sold at virtually two-thirds the 

st of the private-corporation kilowatts were the private corporation permitted 
to preempt Hells Canyon. This does not take into account the flood-control and 
irrigation benefits, nor the aid to navigation, that could be achieved only by the 
onstruction of the high Hells Canyon dam by the Government under the laws 
nd policy established over half a century by the Congress, 
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We don’t have many sites like Hells Canyon left in the United States ¢ 
with these great, wealth-producing reservoirs and dams. We cannot aff 
defeat the few chances we have left by authorizing any compromise jobs \ 
don’t secure for our citizens the full potential development. The high 1f] 
Canyon Dam was planned to achieve that full potential development. The 
poration’s three proposed low dams admittedly do not achieve the full be: 

I ask you gentlemen to pass 8S. 1333, and I pledge you that I shall do my ut 
to obtain parallel action in the House. 

Senator ANpERSON. Representative Edith Green, of Oregon. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDITH GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Represent: itive GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I ap pear here today sin 
to register an endorsement of S. 1333, to authorize the construectio 

i high dam by the Government at Hells Canyon. 

I sincerely believe that the majority of the people in my district 
in the State of Oregon want the Federal high tl am to be built in acco: 
ance with the policies heretofore laid down by the Congress and vo 
committee, providing for the full development of western resources 

My State certainly needs Hells Canyon Dam. They want it. W) 
you have finished your consideration of this measure, I intend to do 
my very best to secure favorable action in the House, where I serv: 


a member of the Interior and Insular Committee. 
| 


My respect for your committee is such that I will trespass no long 
on your time, but I also would ask your permission to file a more «i 
tailed statement. 

Senator ANprerson. Thank you. Your additional remarks wil! 
incorporated in the reeord when received. These House members set 


¢ 


fine standard by the shortness of their statements. When you get 
the Senate where you do not have a 5-minute rule, it will be bad for yo 

Thank you all very much for coming, and I appreciate vour be 
here. 

We are going to pass to testimony by departmental witnesses 
factual circumstances of the dam. All these witnesses are appear! 
at the request of the committee. 

I want to say now to Senator Dworshak and Senator Neuberge: 
that these witnesses are subject to examination and questioning | b 
both of you. I do not think either one of you are members of 1 
particular subcommittee which is hearing this bill, but you are vital 
interested and we are going to take whatever time is nee essary fo 
you to see that questions are asked if you think they are pertinent 
if facts have not been brought out. 

I am one of the sponsors of the bill. I am going to try to presic 
as fairly asI can. If I get out of line, Senator Dworshak, I hope you 
will remind me that I am supposed to be chairman of the commit! 
and not anything else. 

Senator Dworsnak. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. IT want to comp! 
ment you as being the sole me mber of the Subcommittee on Reclama 
tion who is present, and I am sure you will do a very efficient sand 
equitable job. 

Senator Anperson. We will try to get the facts into the ore. 

The first witness is Mr. White. We are going to ask you to appe 
twice. Will you come over there and sit opposite the re porter / 
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If you will give us a description of the proposed project, then late1 
n you may te I] us about the Scriver Creek powerplant. 


STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. WHITE, AREA ENGINEER, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Wuire. My name is Elwyn L. White, and I am in charge of 
Bureau of Reclamation’s Snake River Deve ‘lopment Office which 
the responsibility for project investigation work in the Snake 
ver Basin above the mouth of the Grande Ronde River. 

{t the request of the committee's staff, the Bureau of Reclamation 
ple who have been called here to testify before this committee 

mely, Mr. Riter, Mr. Hoisington, Mr. Puls, and myself—have pre 

red a short statement describing the physical work proposed for 
iorization in S. 1333. IL would be happy to give that statement 
his time. 

The physical work proposed for initial authorization by S. 1333 
ists of high Hells Canyon Dam, powerplant and appurtenant 
lities, and the Scriver Creek power facilities, as described in earlie 

eports approved by the Secretary of the Interior May 11,1951. The 

also provides for the possible future authorization of additional 

‘deral reclamation developments in upper and central Snake River 
sin, and .that the initial works and any such additional works 

ould be treated as one project for the purpose of repayment of costs 

prescribed by reclamation law. 

he Hells Canyon dam site is located below all existing power and 

Lor irrigation developments on the Snake River, and no direct 
gation 1s possible from the dam. It is located in the heart of the 

ep Snake River Gorge about 100 miles downstream from Weiser. 
idaho, and 108 miles upstream from Lewiston, Idaho. 

Phe Scriver Creek power facilities are located in Idaho bet ween the 
North and Middle Forks of the Pavette River. Che general location 

shown on the m: ip hefore you. 

Hells Canyon dam woul | be a concrete arch strueture with a max 
m foundation of 720 feet above the estimated foundation. The 
would raise the water surface of the Snake River a maximum of 
feet. 

The reservoir created would extend about 93 miles upstream to a 
t a short distance below the town of Weiser, Idaho. The reservoiy 

uld store a total of 4,400,000 acre-feet of water, of which 3.880.000 
-feet would be usable c: apacity. 

\ powerhouse at the toe of the dam would provide space for 9 

lerators, each with a capacity of 100.000 kilowatts, and 8 of these 
enerators are proposed for initial installation. 

The major purpose to be served by Hells Canyon Dam and : ippurte 
int facilities would be the produc tion of power. However. the reser 
oir would also provide flood control, navigation, and aaa 
enefits. In the 1951 report a portion of the cost of the dam was 
illocated to these incidental facilities on a nonreimbursable basis. 

On the basis of the April 1955 prices, the estimated construction 
ost of the dam, powerplant, and appurtenant structures is 
S353.740,.000, Interest dur net constraction would increase the capital 
ost to about S880 million. Tentative allocations indicate that of th 


») 





404 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


amount, about S48 million would be allocated to nonreimbursable { 
tions and the ntintinai r, $332 million, would be allocated to po 

Assuming amortization in 50 years with interest at 214 percent, 
adding operation, maintenance, and replacements, results in an an 
cost for Hells Canyon Dam, reservoir, and power plant, of $14,547, 

Senator AnperRsSoN. What is the kilowatt-hour cost ? 

Mr. Wurre. I believe Mr. Riter will include that in his testim: 

Additional annual costs of $2,932,000 would be incurred at ot 
plants of the Columbia River system by reason of additional px 
units to utilize the increased water made available by release of H 
Canyon storage and to adequately load factor the increased 
rime power generation. 

The Hells Canyon development would be operated on a coordinate: 
basis with other units of the Columbia River power system to produc 
the maximum amount of system prime power. Such coordinat 
operation requires Hells Canyon storage releases to be made dur 
the low-water season of the Columbia River. Mr. Riter is available 
here to testify as to the power production and power costs. 

Following the amortization period for the Hells Canyon develop 
ment, net annual power revenues of about $12 million would be avail 
able to wer vce od assist irrigation developments. 

The Scriver Creek power f: acilities include the upper Scriver Cre« 
powerplant with an installed capacity of 37,500 kilowatts, and the 
lower Scriver Creek powerplant with an initial capacity of 60,0) 
kilowatts and provision for ultimate capacity of 120,000 kilowatts. 

The incidental facilities include the existing Cascade Reservoir, 
Smiths Ferry diversion dam on the North Fork of the Payette River 
Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tunnel, Scriver Creek Dam and Rese: 
voir, Scriver Creek-Garden Valley Tunnel, and the necessary switch 
yards and transmission lines to deliver the power to the vicinity of 
Eagle, Idaho. 

The proposed facilities have an estimated cost, on the basis of 
January 1955 price levels, of $45,934,000. Adding $2,800,000 interest 
during construction, deducting $258,000 nonreimbursable costs fo 
fish and wildlife and recreational facilities, and adding $4,658,000 as 
the cost of the presently unassigned space in Cascade Reservoir, gives 
a total capital cost of $52,134,000 to be assigned to commercial = r 

The availab] le storage on the Payette River will permit very flexib! 
operation of the Scriver Creek powerpl: int facilities, with the result 
that most of the power eal | be firm. The combined output would 
be 635 million kilowatt-hours annually, of which 555 million kilowatt 
hours are considered firm power. 

Evaluation of the power for pay-out purposes at the same rate as 
in prospect for the | -alisades project, which is now under construction 
in the upper Snake River Basin, namely, 4.7 mills for firm energy, 
2.6 for off-peak energy, and 2.0 mills for dump energy, results in an 
average annual revenue of $2,566,000 for the Scriver Creek productio1 
After meeting annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs, 
the net return would repay the capital costs with interest at 214 pei 
cent in 43 years. Amortizing over a 50- year period would permit a 
reduction in rates of slightly less than 10 percent. 

Net annual revenues in the amount of $2,034,000 would be avuil- 
able after the original investment was repaid in the 43d year for 
financial assistance to Irrigation. 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON AD5 


A possible extension of this project in the Garden Valley Dam, 
Reservoir, and powerplant, located right here |indicating on map}. 
This would justify the immediate addition of a third unit in lower 
Scriver Creek powerplant and permit its operation for peaking pur 
poses instead of as a base-load plant during the irrigation season. 
These modifications would increase the total construction cost to 
<84,887,000 and the capital cost to $94,576,000. Using the same power 

tes as previously, the project in this case would pay out with interest 

LO years. Net power revenues avi allable for assistance to Irrig: iwion 
fter return on investment with interest in this case would amount to 

60,000 annually. 

Senator ANbERSON. So that we may have the map a little more 

irlvy in our minds as we go along, would you mind indicating the 
pproxim: ite location of the power dams proposed by the Idaho Power 

Where would they build their dams ? 

Mr. Wurrr. As I understand it, the proposal is one at Brownlee 

te, Oxbow site here, and the Hells Canyon site here | indicating}. 

| three sites would be inundated by the reservoir from the hig! 
oe Canyon Dam. 
ator AnpERSON. Any questions ? 

if tule are no questions, we will hear Mr. Puls. 

Vill you state your name for the record, and the position which 
you occupy, with the Federal Reclamation Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF L. G. PULS, HEAD OF THE CONCRETE DAMS DESIGN 
SECTION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DENVER, COLO. 


Ir. Puts. My name is L. G. Puls. I am head of the Concrete 
Dams Design Section of the Bureau of Reclamation, Denver. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have a statement 
covering the design phases and the descr iption of the propos ed Hells 
Canyon project which, with your permission, I will submit for the 
record. I will endeavor to summarize it briefly. The statement is 
composed to furnish pertinent data in the preface for convenient 
reference, such as general hydrology, reservoir, dams, spillway, river 
utlets, and powerplant. Then follows comments on design con- 
siderations and a description of the facilities. 

The Hells Canyon of the Snake River offers an excellent site for a 
high concrete dam. Attached to my statement are several drawings. 
One gives the genera! outline of the structures. Following that are 
topographic maps showing the layout of our subsurface foundation 
drill holes, and also three drawings of cross sections which show the 
profile across the canyon, the rock surface, the water surface, the 
gravel depth in the channel, and a full log of the characters of the 
rock encountered in these foundation holes. 

This canyon has been eroded in a thick series of layers of lava 
flows which are predominantly basalt. These lavas have been altered 
by heat and great pressure into a very hard and dense rock which 
affords a competent foundation for the proposed structure. 

The proposed dam will be similar in many respects to Hoover Dam 
on the Colorado, Hells Canyon Dam will be about 722 feet high 
above the low point of the foundation. This is within 4 feet of the 
height of Hoover Dam. 
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Hells Canyon Dam will have a hydraulic height of about 602 f 
from the maximum water surface in the reservoir to the water surfac 
in the tailrace below the dam. In this respect Hells Canyon D 
exceeds Hoover Dam by about 28 feet. 


Other dimensions of Hells Canyon Dam are: Length at crest, 1,3 


feet ; thickness of top, 45 feet ; thickness of base, 426 feet. The voli 
of concrete in the dam will be about 5,100,000 cubic yards, and aly 
4 million barrels of cement will be required in its construction. 

Senator Anperson. How does that compare with the quantiti: 
Hoover Dam, do you know 4 

Mr. Puus. At Hoover we had about 314 million cubic yards 
concrete. 

Senator Anperson. A little bit more concrete. 

Mr. Puts. Yes. 50 percent more. 


The construction methods and techniques which were developed 


originally in connection with the design and construction of Hoovy 


Dam and subsequently used and improved upon at Grand Coulee, 


Shasta, and Hungry Horse Dams and other large dams, will be ap 
plied on the Hells Canyon Dam. Mass concrete will be artificial y 
cooled to remove the heat generated by the setting reaction of 
cement. After individual bloc ks have been cooled and they have co 
tracted, the points between adjacent blocks will be filled with cement 


grout applied under pressure. The end product will be a solid, 


watertight, monolithic structure free from shrinkage cracks. 

Asa result of the knowledge and the data obtained from Hoover and 
other dams, the designers are now able to use higher working stresses 
with confidence. The use of these higher stresses in Hells Can yon 
Dam will effect a savings of over a million cubic yards of concrete 
compared to our former practice. 

During construction of the dam, the river will be diverted around 
the damsite through two 50-foot diameter diversion tunnels, one 01 
each side of the river. The diversion works will have a capacity of 
100,000 cubic feet per second. Floods of that magnitude may be ex 
pected to occur with a frequency of about 1 in 25 years. 

Two spillways, one at each end of the dam, have a combined capacity) 
of 300,000 cubic feet per second, and will protect the dam and the 
power plant from floods. 

The powerplant will be located at the downstream toe of the dam 
and will be designed for 9 generating units of 100,000 kilowatts capa- 
city each, making the total ultimate installed capacity 900,000 kilo 
watts. These generating units will be similar to ene in operation at 
Hoover, Shasta, and Hungry Horse Dams. 

The construction program for this project is predicated upon our ex- 
perience at Hoover and Hungry Horse Dams. It provides for com- 
pletion of the project in 634 years. Power from the first generating 
unit will be available in about 414 years after start of excavation of the 
diversion tunnels. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Are there any questions? 

Senator Jackson. You say it would be 414 years before the first 
generator will be on the line? 

Mr. Puts. After the start of the diversion tunnels, yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. That is assuming a normal rate of construction 
or a slow rate, or is that the maximum ? 
















































































Reiss caries 





Bias 


HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 407 


Mr. Puts. I would say that that is our normal rate of construction. 
Senator JacKSON. For a project of that size, that is not out of line, 
it ¢ 
Mr. Puts. I would say not, no, sir. 
Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the witness 
long after the initial start of the work on the dam would they 
vin the construction of the diversion tunnel excavation, 
Mr. Puts. Normally it would be about 9 months, and that could be 
rtened, depending upon whether it is desirable to award the con 
wt for the diversion tunnel separately from the prime construction 
tract. It would not take long to get the excavation of the diversion 
tunnels underway similar to what we did at Hungry Horse. That 
e way that was constructed. 
Senator Dworsuak. It would take about 9 months after the work 
t started / 
Mr. Puts. Normally we could get the specifications for construction 
d contract for the tunnels underway shorter than that if it were 
sirated from the other. 
Senator DworsHak. Which would mean about a minimum of 5 
us to complete the work on the dam so that the first generator 
ld be placed on the line ¢ 
Mr. Punts. That is correct. 
Senator, ANpeRSOoN. Other questions ¢ 
If not, thank you very much, Mr. Puls. 
(Mr. Puls’ prepared statement follows :) 


yw 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—Basi 
DATA AND INFORMATION ON FACILITIES RELATING TO THE PRoposED HigH HELLS 
CANYON DAM AND POWER PLANT ON THE SNAKE RIVER 


Testimony by L. G. Puls, Engineer, Commissioner’s Office, Denver, Colo. 
Pertinent Data 


1. GENERAL 
Name: Hells Canyon Dam. 
Stream: Snake River, 
Stream mile (from mouth) : 247.3. 
Maximum annual runoff (Oxbow 1943) : 19,750,000 acre-feet. 
Minimum annual runoff (Oxbow 1931) : 8,080,000 acre-feet. 
Maximum known flood (Oxbow June 1894) : 130,000 cubic feet per second. 
Maximum flood (period of record) May 1921 : 90,500 cubic feet per second. 
Minimum flow of record (Oxbow August 1924): 4,890 cubie feet per second. 
Drainage area: 74,000 square miles, 
fail-water elevation (adopted for power head calculation) : 1475, 
Construction diversion capacity : 100,000 cubic feet per second. 


2. RESERVOIR 


Maximum retained pool elevation: 2077. 
Minimum flood control pool elevation : 1923. 
Minimum power pool elevation: 1788. 
‘Total storage: 4,400,000 acre feet. 

\ctive storage: 3,880,000 acre feet. 


3. DAM 
Type: Concrete arch. 
Maximum height: Approximately 722 feet. 
Elevation crest of dam: 2082. 
Crest length: 1,733 feet. 
Radius of upstream face: 950 feet. 
Mass concrete: Approximately 5,100,000 cubic yards, 
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4. SPILLWAYS 


Design capacity : 300,000 cubic feet per second. 

Type: Two 42-foot-diameter tunnels with intake gates, 
Fixed crest elevation: 2018. 

Spillway gates: Four radial gates 48 feet by 59 feet. 


5. RIVER OUTLETS 


Capacity : 40,000 cubic feet per second. 
Number: Eight 96-inch hollow jet Valves. 
Intake elevation: 1770. 

Discharge elevation: 1520. 

Outlet pipes: Two 16-foot diameter. 


6. POWER PLANT 


Generator capacity (ultimate) : Nine 100,000-kilowatt units. 
Generator capacity (initial) : Eight 100,000-kilowatt units. 
Maximum power head: 602 feet. 
Design head: 475 feet. 
Minimum head: 3138 feet. 
Flow per unit: 3,015 cubic feet per second. 
Penstocks : Nine 14-foot diameter. 
Penstock intake elevation: 1770. 
7. TOPOGRAPHY 

United States engineers drawing No. SP-—1-11, entitled “Hells Canyon Dam 
Site, Snake River, Oregon-Idaho.” Seale, 1 inch equals 100 feet ; contour interval, 
10 feet; dated November 1941. 


8. SELECTION OF SITE 


Several factors have entered into the decision to select the Deep Creek site as 
the most logical location for construction of the dam. On the basis of a com- 
parative cost estimate made for a dam at the Monolith site, about 3 miles up 
stream from Deep Creek, it became evident that the Deep Creek site was not only 
the more favorable from a construction cost viewpoint, but also more favorable 
from a viewpoint of greater power earnings because of a 25-foot greater power 
head. The Deep Creek site also offered a more uniform profile and topography 
more suited to spillway structures. A reconnaissance examination was made of 
a possible site about three-fourths mile downstream from Deep Creek, but this 
site is wider and does not possess any geologic advantage over the Deep Creek site. 


9. GENERAL STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS OF DAM AND POWERPLANT 


The top of the dam will be at elevation 2,082 or about 722 feet above the present 
known lowest point of the foundation. This height is comparable to the 726-foot 
height of Hoover Dam. The hy@raulic height between reservoir and tail water 
surfaces will be 602 feet as compared to 574 feet for Hoover Dam. The crest 
length of the dam will be about 1,733 feet; the top thickness, 45 feet; and the 
maximum thickness at the base about 426 feet. 

The powerhouse will have a length of approximately 600 feet, a maximum 
width of 150 feet, and a height of 150 feet above the generator floor; the bottom 
of the draft tubes will be approximately 66 feet below the generator floor. The 
maximum height of the structure above the deepest point of the excavated river 
channel will be about 216 feet, including the mass concrete under the draft tubes. 
It will be founded directly on bedrock at a short distance downstream from the 
dam. 

10. GEOLOGY 


At the dam site, and for several miles upstream and downstream, the Snake 
River Canyon has been eroded in a thick series of ancient lava flows, predom- 
inantly basalt. Metamorphism, by pressure and heat of deep burial, has altered 
the original physical character of these lavas and greatly improved the rock 
from the engineering viewpoint. The rock is very hard, dense, and resistant to 
weathering, factors which account for the steep and rugged character of the 
gorge, and assure excellent foundation and abutment conditions. 
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The region is geologically stable, a condition favorable to the construction of 
high concrete dam. Geological investigations to date have not revealed any 
ijor faults in the dam foundation although the alinement of Deep and Short 
eeks, immediately upstream from the axis, suggests that their courses may be 
trolled by a strong shear zone or fault. The presence of this weakness would 
ve no adverse effect on the foundation conditions, although its presence or 
sence should be proved before the diversion tunnel is constructed. 

The foundation and abutment rock has a number of joint systems and local 
heeting, which causes some narrow zones or slots to erode more rapidly than 
‘ remainder of the gorge walls. It is believed that the joints are tight; 
; } ever. the standard grouting treatment of dam foundations will be used to 


| 
| 


‘el, 
ent leakage past the dam in the event there are some unknown open joints. 


; Investigations of the condition of the rock in the foundation of the dam and 
7 owerplant have consisted of the following exploratory work: 
‘ a) Ten vertical diamond drill holes in the river. 

b) Four inclined diamond drill holes, drilled to cross under the river to 


explore the jointing and the width of an intrusive dike of basalt 

(c) Two diamond drill holes in a considered underground powerplant 
site on the right canyon side downstream from the dam site. 

Four 6-inch-diameter holes in the dam site foundations for extracting 

ores for laboratory testing. 

(e) Two exploratory adits or tunnels in the dam site abutments for 

wing the condition of foundation rock in place. 

(f) One exploratory adit from which two crosscuts were driven to explore 
he rock in the two most prominent surface depressions which cut diagonally 
through the dam site. 


fhe results of the drilling in the river channel and on the banks give an 
dequate picture of the general character of the bedrock. Further exploration 
will be necessary to secure additional data for final design specifications. The 
es of the drill holes in the river show water depths of as much as 40 feet, 
detritus deposits as thick as 91 feet, and a maximum depth to bedrock of 109 feet 
low river level, although localized pockets may go somewhat deeper. The 
k bottom is sound jointed basalt, intersected by a narrow intrusive dike of 
ine basalt that extends diagonally through the site and up the left canyon 
wall downstream; the dike rock is comparable to the main body of basalt in 
rdness and soundness. The sides of the gorge and the abutments of the pro 
posed dam are clean and unweathered, except for talus accumulations in a few 
narrow crevices and at one or two debris fans. The geologic investigations and 
studies have proved that the site is unquestionably excellent and entirely suitable 
or construction on it of the proposed high and massive dam. 
Within the reservoir area, the Columbia River lava flows appear near river 
el some 30 or 40 miles upstream of the dam site. While this lava probably 
ontains interflow strata less solid than the body of the flows, no leakage through 
hese strata in the reservoir basin is expected. 


11. DESIGN OF DAM 


i 

i 

The concrete-arch type of dam was selected because it was more economical 

| than any other type considered adaptable to this site. The dam will require 
placement of about 5,100,000 cubic yards of mass concrete, although this figure 
may be expected to vary a little, depending upon final determination of the 

| bedrock surface. Cement and pozzolanic material requirements for this mass 
and other concrete placement may be about 4,200,000 barrels. (Pozzolanie 

materials are substituted for a portion of the cement and are obtained from 

volcanic ashes, tuffs, pumicite, siliceous sedimentary rocks, burnt clays and 

! shales, and industrial byproducts such as slag and fly ash.) 

Placement of the mass concrete by modern methods and construction speed 
will require that the concrete-setting temperatures be controlled by cooling 
inethods. This will be accomplished by placing layers of 1-inch outside-diameter 
pipe tubing 5 feet apart throughout the mass of the dam and circulating through 
them either natural river water, if cool enough, or water cooled by some sort 
of refrigerant such as brine. In addition to the cooling procedure for the 
control of cracking, the dam will be constructed with a system of vertical 
transverse joints spaced about 70 feet apart along the upstream face and a 
system of vertical staggered joints parallel to the upstream face, spaced about 

| 120 or 180 feet apart. Shrinkage of the concrete, as it cools, due to the dissipa- 
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tion of setting heat, will open these joints. To make the dam mono! 

its elastic behavior, these joint openings will be filled with grout froy 
embedded pipe system after the average temperature of the dam has }y 
reduced to mean annual temperature or below. 

Concrete stresses have been computed on the basis of radial distribution 
of loadings, including earthquake shocks, between the horizontal arch elements 
and the vertical cantilever elements. The effects of tangential shears anq 
twisting action have not been computed, but are not expected to indicate stress 
concentrations that would exceed allowable limits. 


an 
‘en 


12. SPILLWAY 


It has been estimated that floods as great as 300,000 cubic feet per second 
are possible of occurrence at a time when the reservoir is full. The designs 
for bypassing the dam and powerplant with this water consist of releasing 
the floodwaters through two 48-foot-wide by 59-foot-hight radial gates at each 
end of the dam. Discharges through each pair of gates will flow into an inclined 
spillway tunnel connected to the downstream half of a previously used river 
diversion tunnel. Each of the 2 spillway tunnels, 1 in each abutment, will be 
concrete lined, the downstream or horizontal portions being 42 feet in diameter 
The combined length of the two spillway tunnels will be about 4,800 feet 
Floodwaters will be returned to the river about 1,600 feet downstream from 
the powerplant, thus assuring no interference with or interruptions of power 
production. Control for operation of the gates will be both automatic and 
manual and operating personnel at the dam will have quick and easy access 
to them from powerplant offices and shops by means of elevators constructed 
in the dam. 


13. OUTLET WORKS 


Provisions for supplying downstream river demands of as much as 40,000 
cubic feet per second in the event power water releases are insufficient have 
been planned for. The scheme consists of a 16-foot-diameter outlet pipe in a 
tunnel in each abutment. Entrance to these pipes would be through openings 
in the dam and each would be gated with 20.65- by 20.65-foot fixed-wheel gute 
Discharge from each pipe will be through a set of four 96-inch hollow-jet 
valves into the river about 500 feet downstream from the powerplant. 


14. DIVERSION WORKS 


A major feature in the construction of the dam and power plant will be 
the diverting of the river so that excavation of river-fill material and shaping 
of abutments and placement of concrete can be accomplished. It is expected 
that when fully excavated to bedrock, the depth would be at least 110 feet 
below normal river level and 205 feet below the top of the upstream cofferdam 

Diversion would be provided for floods up to 100,000 cubic feet per second 
in magnitude by excavating a 50-foot-diameter tunnel about 4,300 feet long in 
the rock of each abutment around the dam site. The rock and its structure 
is believed to be of such quality that little or no lining with concrete will 
be necessary Each tunnel would have a 50- by 50-foot bulkhead gate at its 
entrance and a 42- by 42-foot bulkhead gate at its outlet, for shutting out river 
water during construction of tunnel plugs in them at the bottom of the inclined 
part of the spillway tunnels. High-pressure slide gates would be installed in 
each plug to permit meeting downstream river demands during the filling of 
the reservoir up to or above the entrances to the outlet works. 

Flow from Deep Creek, on the Idaho side of the river, would discharge into the 
cofferdam area unless controlled otherwise. It is planned that this flow esti 
mated to possibly peak at 4,500 cubic feet per second, would be diverted into 
the Idaho diversion tunnel by means of a 15-foot-diameter bellmouthed shaft and 
tunnel from the Deep Creek stream bed. A small dam would be constructed in 
the creek to effect the diversion. 

Flow from Short Creek, also known as Deadman Creek, on the Oregon side 
of the river also would discharge into the cofferdam area. The discharge is 
estimated to vary from near 0 to possibly 575 cubic feet per second and could 
either be flumed around the canyon wall to empty into the river upstream from 
the upstream cofferdam or else could be pumped thereto. 
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GRAVEL, BOULDERS, SAND AND CLAY The moteria! im the core box 
consists of o few preces of dense, fine-grained, geensh-gay besal? 
wiwch were cored from boviders. The drill hole apparently penetro— 
ted river oltuwrum, Geposited by the Snake River, ond olluwel fan mat 
eral, deposited by the tributary Short Creek. The drillers reported 
encountering the overburden in the foliowing sequence ° 
o-3 Sand, grove!, and small boulders =~ 
3-15 Gravel and smoli boulders ° 
15-24 Grove! sand, ond smal! bouiders 
24-30 Grove! ond smo! doviders _ 
30-37 Grove! smo!) boulders, small amount of clay and sand 
37-49 Gravel ond small boulders 
49-59 Grove!, some sond,and smal! boviders 
59-64 Grove!l, emol! bouiders,ond smal! amount of clay 
64-69 Grove! ond smal! bouiders 
69-72 Gravel, small boulders, littie sand 
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BASALT ANO BASALT PORPHYRY. light to dark greensh-gray met 
omorphosed, hord. fine-grained, dense Well defined feldspar pheno - 
cryste are present in the core at 76 to 85,95 to97S,ond 99.5 
to 100. The textural chonge of the rock from boso!t to basalt por- 
pryry 's grodetiona! All the core is Cut by muny joint cracks which 
dip in all derections; vary in attitude from horizontal to nearly verti- 
Col; ond divide the core into pieces which range from Ye to 3.5° in 
length. Severo! of the joint surfoces ore slightly weatherstamed, but 
@ fraction of on inch owoy from the crock the rock is fresh. Zones 
of broken rock were encountered ot 80.4 to 61’, 63 t0834',103.5° 
to 104.4, 106.5 to 107’, 110.6 fo NL2, 116 toll? ’, 12) to 126 
130’ to 130.6’, 131' 0133.5, 1357 to139 , 140 tol41.2, 146 to 
147’, 150' to 150.7", 185’ to 187.3", 194" to 198',ond 202 5't0 203.2. 
Indrvidual preces of core in these rones ore hord ond fresh. Several fn 
(nawtine to '%') jomts traverse the core in al! directions, but these are 
weil hecled with ep:dote, clinozoisite, or colcite. The rock would break 
Ocross and not ciong these joints 


T 
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1325 


BASALT PORPHYRY: greenish-gray, hard, fine-grained, dense, simi - 
ter to thet at 26 to 56" in drill hole 2. The core is chorocterized by 
terge (up to 1%" « k") phenocrysts of feidepar which ore scattered ir 
drecriminately throughout the rock [a core @ Cut by many jomt crocks 


which 1p in all directions and divide the core into preces that range }.\ 
from |" to |' in length. Many of the joint surfaces ore slightly seath- F 


@r- stained, but the individucl preces of core ore hard and fresh. Num - 


erous wei!-hecled jowmts traverse the core at al! angies, but the core 


would breok across and not aiong these jownts 
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BASALT AND BASALT PORPHYRY: greenish-gray, hard, fne-grain- 
ed, dense, similar *o that at 77.5‘ fo 126' in drill hole @ The rock al- 
ternotes grodotionclly from siightly to highly porphyritic in texture, 
but of! core preses ore quite uniformly hard and sound. Zones of 
moderotely broken rock were encountered ot 226 to 231.4, 240' 
to 241.3), 245 to 246.5’, 262.5 to 263°, 2665 to 269.0’, and 
270 to 271’. Individual pieces of core ore hard ond fresh. 
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BOULDERS, GRAVEL, SAND, AND CLAY. The 
materral in the core box Consists of core preces| 
which range in length from '” to L6 composed! 
predominantly of a greenish colored besalt por 
phyry and o purplish colored meta-andesite 


the overburden materiats in the fol lowing se | » O 
quence 2 lo ° ° 
° Sand ° 
Gravel ond email boulders e 
Grove! and boulders Oo O 


Grave! ° ) 
* Boulders o 

Sond, gravel, smal! boulders 
with shgnt showing of red |): ° 
cley ot 60’ *'s 


tled, fine to medium-grained, hard The core Mt" 
is cut by joint crocks which vary in eftitude ry) 
from horizontal to nearly vertical and divide Koji] 
the core into proces which average about & mn bail 
length. Most jot surfaces are only siightly 
weothered ond the rock between odjocent 
crocks is hord and fresh. Only o few, widely |) 
seporated, irregular fractures ore present in 
the core preces. When first removed from the 
hole, many of the core pieces between65 and 
90’ could be broken with the hands However, i 
with depth the rock became progresarwety more | illd 
rewstont to Dreckage and below I25'the rock fi)! 
wos dif ficult fo break wrth o hammer Upen | Tuld 
Grying the core between 65 and 90 appeared fT 1] 
to become stronger and more resistant to bi. ii 
Dreokage Norrow, moderctety froctured ones: bla] 
were encountered ot 94.5't0 96.2’, 113 to al 
N35; 123'tol2S', 134.5 to 1365, 151.5 to FT 
152’, 1560 157.5’, ond 164' 10 165". Much of 
the core was broken during the drilling by the 
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Preliminary Geologic Section Across Bottom of Snake River Canyon Through 
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BOULDERS, GRAVEL AND SAND. The materia! in the core Dox 
consists of several hord, dense, fine-grained, greenish-gray pieces 
of basalt which vary in length from 3” to 1.5’. The drillers reported 
encountering the overburden material in the following sequence 
i = - 1.6 Sand and boulders 
1 16-36  Bouviders 

3.6-7.0' Boulders and sand 

70-9.0 Large boulders 

9.0-13.0' Gravel ond smo! boulders 

13.0°-14.6 Boulders (herd) 
14.6'-19.0° Gravel 

19.0-23.0 Small boulders and grove! 
23.0-25.6 Boulder 
25.6'-26.0' Gravel 


BASALT PORPHYRY : greenish-gray, hard, fine-grained, dense. The 
core is characterized by lorge (up to 1%" « _') phenocrysts of feid 
spor which are ecottered indiscriminately throughout the rock The 
core is cut by many joint cracks which dip in all directions and divide 
the core into pieces which range in length from \g'to 2" Many of the 
joint surfaces ore slightly weather- stained but within a fraction of 
@n inch from the crack the rock @ fresh. Severo! weil-neaied joint 
cracks (hotr-line to @ ocross) traverse the core at angles ranging from 
25 to 45 degrees The rock would break across and not along these joints 


BASALT: metomorphosed, dork greeniet gray, very fine-grained, hard, 
dense. The core @ broken into rather short lengths (average about 8) 
by joint cracks which dip and strike in al! directions. The bulk of the 
joint surfaces are fresh but o few are cooted with o thin film of ti 
monite. Numerous, tiny, irregular, inciprent, weilneated cracks traverse 
the core in ali directions, but do not visibly alter the strength of the 
rock. All Core pieces are difficult to break with o hammer. Neor 77.5 
the phenocrysts of feidepar again becorne pronounced ond the rock 
grodationaity chonges to o basa!t porphyry 


BASALT PORPHYRY: greeniet-gray, hard, fine-gramed, dense,sunior 
to that ot 26° to 56. The rock alternates gradotionaily from sightiy 
to highly porphyritic in texture, but ati core preces are quite unvform 
ly herd ond sound. Zones of broken rock were encountered ot 94 
to 95’, 102" fo 102.5, 110" to 111.4, 114.5" to 116", ond 119" to 126 very 
poor core recovery was obtained from the zone at 119’ to 126° 


Scale I"= 25 


Explanation 
P-20/19 = Packer - 20 Ibs. per sq in / 19 gals per min loss 
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1450 : GRAVEL , BOULDERS AND SANO: Drillers rap: -teri ; SS ee E 14 
encountering the materiol im the following sequence BOULDERS, GRAVEL AND SANC | To A] BOULOERS, GRAVEL AND SAND: The moterio 1 14 
CO“ Send end enall qrerel. . - © 7 The maternal recovered exclusve “i 0 the core box consists of pebbles, sand ond 
Wd) 17°C” Sand ond gravel with boulder ot 13 . of wash samples, ndicotes thot a _| short lengths of eggiomerate and basalt, The 
70-220" Sond and grovel with bovider at 19 bouviders of basalt, ‘imestone | Griliers reported encourtering the overburden 
| 22'0°- 2610" Sond, gravel and boulders ry quortz-mico schust and agg!on ea * motercis © the following sequence 
crete were penetrated by I> " yo 0” : 
14 = . - oO 30° Boviders, coorse grovel, ght send 
25 Bedrock encountered ot 283" ot o shorp angie The driers reported encount. +) es 3 56 Boulders, conrse grove! + 1425 
the overburden in the ¢ A 5'6” ~ 8'9" Boulder . 
BASALT: purplish, bluish or greenish gray, dense.hart sequence |. c i: 16 Coarse grovel sand 
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15. FACILITIES FOR DELIVERY OF POWER WATER 


Water for operating the turbines would be taken directly through the dam 
from the reservoir in individual 14-foot-diameter penstock pipes to eight installed 
units and one future unit. Fixed-wheel gates would be used at the entrance to 
the penstocks at elevation 1770, which is 307 feet below maximum operating 
water surface. Trashracks would be constructed for each penstock. 


16. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


The program of construction for Hells Canyon dam and powerplant has been 
worked out in preliminary form. This schedule involves the following assump- 
tions: 

(a) Construction will begin April of the 1st fiscal year and be completed by the 
end of the 7th fiscal year. 

(b) First generator will be placed on the line September 1 of the 6th fiscal year 
which will be 4%4 years after start of diversion tunnel excavation. 

(¢) Remaining generators will be placed on the line in 3-month intervals. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. White, do you have any additional infor- 
mation on the Scriver Creek project 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. WHITE, AREA ENGINEER, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Wuirer. Mr. Chairman, I have here a report entitled “Scriver 
Creek Power Facilities, Payette Unit, Mountain Home Division, 
Snake River Project, Idaho,” which was prepared recently, largely 
in the regional office in Boise, after it was known I was to testify before 
this committee. This report, of course, has not been reviewed or ap- 
proved by higher offices, but it is largely based on earlier studies and 


reports which have been reviewed. 

The report describes the Scriver Creek power facilities in some 
detail, and gives their costs on current price levels. 

This report is submitted for the record and, if you wish, I can brief 
it at this time or give a fuller description than I did before of the 
Scriver Creek power facilities. 

Senator Anperson. I think there ought to be some statement of it. 
Forty-five million dollars in my country is still money. 

Senator Jackson. Would it not be better to have him submit the 
statement. for the record ? 

Senator Anperson. Yes. The statement will appear in full in the 
record. 

(The statement follows:) 


SCRIVER CREEK PoweER Faci.ities, Payerre Unit, Mountarn Home Drtvision, 
SNAKE RIVER Provsect, IDAHO 


The Scriver Creek power facilities include the upper Scriver Creek powerplant 
with an installed generating capacity of 37,500 kilowatts, and the lower Scriver 
Creek powerplant with an initial installed generating capacity of 60,000 kilo- 
watts, with provision for future installation of two additional generating units 
of 30,000-kilowatt capacity each. 

Also included are the incidental facilities, among which are the existing 
Cascade Reservoir, Smiths Ferry diversion dam and reservoir, Smiths Ferry- 
Scriver Creek Tunnel, Scriver Creek Dam and Reservoir, Scriver Creek-Garden 
Valley tunnel, and the necessary switchyards and transmission lines to deliver 
the power generated by the project powerplants to the Idaho Power Co’s 138- 
kilovolt lines in the vicinity of Eagle, Idaho . 

Extension of the facilities to include the Garden Valley Dam, Reservoir, and 
powerplant (60,000-kilowatt capacity) would allow for the immediate installa- 
tion of an additional 30,000-kilowatt generating unit at the lower Scriver Creek 
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powerplant. This addition would bring the total initial generating capacity of 
this plant to 90,000 kilowatts as described in the report of the Commissioner of 
teclamation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION 


Complete irrigation development of the Mountain Home Desert in south- 
western Idaho, east and southeast of Boise, containing some 400,000 acres of 
potentially irrigable land, will require water from several sources. Sources of 
water supply proposed at various times include (1) diversion of surplus water 
from Payette River, (2) pumping ground water in the Boise Valley for exchange 
for surface waters of the Boise River, (3) pumping from Snake River into 
Lake Lowell in exchange for Boise River water, (4) pumping from Snake River 
for direct application on the land, and (5) diversion of surplus water from 
Salmon River either through the Payette River or into the Boise River. 

The amount of land ultimately developed in the Mountain Home area will 
depend upon the amount of water which can be obtained from the several 
sources and the cost of obtaining such water. In all proposed plans for irriga- 
tion, the cost of putting the water on the land has exceeded the cost which 
could be repaid in 40 or 50 years by the irrigators alone. Water released from 
Cascade Reservoir, the principal storage facility on the Payette River, loses over 
2,200 feet in elevation before being diverted for irrigation. 

The incorporation of power facilities has been considered in order-to (1) 
make incidental use of the water as it passes downstream for irrigation, (2) to 
provide an economical source of power for irrigation pumping, and (3) through 
the sale of surplus energy, provide a source for return of costs beyond the 
ability of the irrigators to repay. 

The facilities proposed are, except for minor modifications, the same as the 
corresponding facilities proposed for the Payette unit, Mountain Home project 
in House Document 473, 81st Congress, 2d session. 


NEED FOR DEVELOPMENT 


There is a need in southern Idaho for additional electrical energy at the pres- 
ent time, and power from the proposed facilities will find a ready market. One 
of the more urgent needs for power is for energy during the summer months 
for irrigation pumping. The proposed facilities are well suited to supply this 
need, as maximum power can be produced during the summer months if desired. 

The Scriber Creek power facilities will, upon completion of repayment of 
the capital costs required for their construction, provide an annual net return 
of $2,033,800 which would be available for financial assistance to potential irri- 
gation development in the central and upper Snake River Basin. 

Cascade Reservoir on North Fork of Payette River was constructed to a capac- 
ity of 650,000 acre-feet in order to fully develop the storage potential of the 
stream and to provide the regulation needed for the fullest utilization of the 
available water for irrigation. Not all of the capacity is needed for presently 
developed irrigation in the Payette River Valley, and repayment of the cost 
associated with the excess capacity has been deferred. The development of 
the facilities proposed herein will provide an interim use of the presently unused 
capacity and insure the return of the deferred costs to the Treasury. 


WATER SUPPLY AND UTILIZATION 


Runoff of the North Fork of the Payette River at Smiths Ferry has ranged 
from 352.000 acre-feet in 1931 to 1,324,000 acre-feet in 19483 and averaged 790,000 
acre-feet during the 25-year period 1922-46, inclusive. During the period covered 
by the water-supply study, the 10-year period of minimum average runoff was 
from 1928 through 1937. 

Cascade Reservoir, usable capacity 650,000 acre-feet, so completely regulates 
the North Fork of the Payette River as to permit maximum utilization of its 
flow for power production in a period of years of low-average runoff. During 
the period from July 1928 to April 1938, for example, the flow of the North 
Fork would have been regulated to the extent that about 564,000 acre-feet 
annually would have been diverted through the powerplants. Of the remaining 
flow, 36,000 acre-feet annually would have been permitted to flow down the 
North Fork below Smiths Ferry for fish preservation, and an average of only 
13,000 acre-feet annually would have spilled at Simths Ferry in excess of the 
minimum fish requirements. 
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The monthly distribution of the usuable flow of the North Fork is dependent 
to some extent upon the fact that irrigation projects in the lower Payette River 
Valley hold rights to the natural flow and to storage in small reservoirs above 
and below Cascade Reservoir. They, therefore, demand the natural flow and 
release their storage to complement the natural flow in meeting the irrigation 
requirements. Furthermore, part of the storage in Cascade Reservoir is required 
to meet the irrigation requirement of the Payette division of the Boise project 
and some will probably be purchased by the older irrigation interests in the 
lower Payette Valley. Regulation of North Fork flows at Cascade Reservoir 
is also affected by a 200-cubic-feet-per-second power right held by the Idaho 
Power Co. for their plant at Cascade. 

It is proposed to release 50 cubie feet per second at Smiths Ferry diversion 
dam for the protection of fishlife in the North Fork of the Payette River below 
that point. 

The Payette division of the Boise project has contracted to repay costs as- 
sociated with and allocated to 240,000 acre-feet of storage in Caseade Reservoir. 
Under this contract the divsion will acquire the use of 125,000 acre-feet of pre- 
ferred capacity (a preferential right to the first storable flow each season) plus 
115,000 acre-feet of the remaining capacity of about 525,000 acre-feet to which 
the additional storable flow is prorated. 

Although none of the 160,000 acre-feet of Deadwood Reservoir storage capacity 
has been contracted for irrigation use, it is expected that all of this space will 
eventually be acquired by present irrigators. 

Water-supply studies for the irrigation of the Payette Valley utilizing storage 
in Cascade and Deadwood Reservoirs as discussed above show that the re- 
quirements of the presently irrigated Payette Valley lands could have been met 
in all years. 

Power operation studies are based on the assumption that the above-described 
irrigation requirements will be met from natural flows and operation of the 
storage allocated for that purpose. With the exception of 50 cubic feet per second 
release below Smiths Ferry diversion dam for fish protection, all releases for 
irrigation will be diverted through the Scriver Creek powerplant, however, and 
will be augmented as necessary by additional releases for power from the re- 
maining 410,000 acre-feet of storage in Cascade Reservoir. Unless other ar- 
rangements are made with the Idaho Power Co., a minimum release of 200 cubie 
feet per second would be maintained at Cascade Dam during filling periods to 
meet the requirement of the Cascade powerplant. 

Under the foregoing criteria, average annual diversions for power amounting 
to almost 600,000 acre-feet could have been made throughout the 25-year period 
1922-46, with an average of about 564,000 acre-feet diverted annually during 
the 10-year low period 1928-38. 

Firm power production is considered to be that which could be maintained 
throughout the period 1928-82, which was the most critical in the Boise-Payette 
area, with the water supply available. It is, therefore, a most conservative esti 
mate of firm power production and would still be applicable on a regionwide 
basis regardless of total power development. 

With present and authorized development of power facilities, the most critical 
year for power production within the Columbia River Basin is 1936-37, and the 
period 1934-35 is the most critical within the Snake River area. During these 
latter periods the plants would produce additional power which could be used 
to firm up the output of other plants in a regional or area system. 


PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT 
Cascade Reservoir 

The water-supply system would begin at Cascade Reservoir, on the North 
Fork of the Payette River, This reservoir, completed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in 1948 as a facility of the Boise Project, has an active storage capacity 
of 650,000 acre-feet. Of this capacity, 410,000 acre-feet are surplus to the 
estimated potential irrigation needs of Payette Valley and are, therefore, con- 
sidered to be available for use for best power production. 

Provision has been made to supply water to the small existing hydroelectric 
plant of the Idaho Power Co. located immediately downstream from Cascade 
Dam, and also for possible development of the remaining power potential at this 
site, if and when it should become desirable. 
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Smiths Ferry diversion dam and reservoir 


Smiths Ferry diversion dam would be constructed on the north fork of the 
Payette River in section 26, T. 11 N., R. 3 E., B. M. Idaho, about 3 miles below the 
settlement of Smith Ferry. The dam would be a concrete gravity type rising 
35 feet above the riverbed and 71 feet above bedrock. Radial gates would control 
the operating water surface between elevations 4,500 feet and 4,528 feet above 
sea level. 

A fish ladder and basic recreational facilities are included in the plans. 

The reservoir would impound 2,600 acre-feet of water. This storage capacity 
would permit peaking operation of the powerplants on Scriver Creek and facili- 
tate operation of the Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tunnel under ice conditions. 
Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tunnel 

A concrete-lined, pressure tunnel would convey waters diverted at the Smiths 
Ferry Dam under the intervening divide to Scriber Creek, a tributary of the 
Middle Fork of the Payette River. The inlet to the tunnel would be from the 
bottom of the reservoir above the diversion dam. A vertical lift gate, trash- 
rack, and fish screens would be provided at the inlet near the left abutment of the 
dam. The tunnel would be 13 feet in diameter and about 4.6 miles in length, 
with a capacity of 1,385 cubic feet per second. It would connect with the pen 
stocks of the upper Scriver Creek powerplant. The reservoir behind Smiths 
Ferry diversion dam would thus serve as the forebay for the upper Scriver Creek 
powerplant. 

Secriver Creek powerplants 

Two powerplants would be constructed on Scriver Creek to utilize the 1,280- 
foot difference in elevation between the North Fork of the Payette River at 
Smiths Ferry and that of Scriver Creek at the lower powerplant site. 

The upper powerplant would have a hydraulic capacity of 1,385 cubic feet 
per second. The installed capacity would be 37,500 kilowatts, with three 12,500- 
kilowatt units operating under an average net head of 410 feet. Three 6-foot 
diameter steel penstocks 1,200 feet in length would carry water from the diver- 
sion tunnel to the powerplant. 

Discharges from the upper plant would be reregulated in Scriver Creek 
Reservoir. 

The lower powerplant would be on Scriver Creek at the high water line of the 
potential Garden Valley Reservoir and below the proposed Scriver Creek 
Reservoir. 

The outlet tunnel from Scriver Creek Reservoir, with a capacity of 2,300 cubic 
feet per second, would connect to a surge tank and two 6-foot diameter steel 
penstocks. They would be approximately 2,900 feet long, with a total capacity 
of 1,150 cubic feet per second. 

The initial installed generating capacity would be 60,000 kilowatts, with two 
30,000-kilowatt units operating under an average net head of 805 feet. 

Provision would be made in the foundation of the powerhouse building for 
the future installation of 2 additional generating units of 30,000-kilowatt capacity 
at such time as needed for cordinated operation with other powerplants of the 
area. 

At such time as the Garden Valley Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant are con- 
structed one of the additional units would be required immediately for peaking 
purposes. 

Seriver Creek Dam and Reservoir 

The Scriver Creek Reservoir would be located on Scriver Creek below the upper 
powerplant. The purpose of this reservoir would be mainly to reregulate the 
outflow to the lower powerplant. Such reregulation would permit peaking op- 
eration of the upper plant in adjustment to peak power loads. The reservoir 
also would provide storage for use when the inflow to the upper powerplant is 
interrupted. The reservoir would have a total storage capacity of 6,900 acre-feet, 
of which 5,000 acre-feet would be available as live storage for reregulating 
purposes. 

Scriver Creek Dam, creating the reservoir, would be an earthfill with crest 
elevation of 4,086 feet above sea level, 168 feet above streambed, and with a 
crest length of 575 feet. Spills would be handled through a glory-hole type 
spillway. Basic recreational facilities are included in the plans. 
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Seriver Creek-Garden Valley Tunnel 

Diversions from Scriver Creek Reservoir to the lower powerplant would be 
made through a concrete-lined pressure tunnel outlet with a capacity of 2,300 
cubic feet per second. Sufficient capacity is provided for an ultimate installation 
of four units in the Lower Scriver Creek powerplant. 

A tunnel headworks structure with a bulkhead gate and fish screens would 
be located on the east shoreline of the reservoir, about 1,800 feet upstream from 
the dam. The tunnel would be 16.5 feet in diameter and 6,925 feet long. About 
1,300 feet of this length would be a cut-and-cover section. The tunnel would 
connect with the surge tank and penstocks of the lower powerplant. 


Transmission system and switchyards 

The facilities required to deliver the power generated by the project power 
plants to the Idaho Power Co. 138-kilovoit lines in the vicinity of Eagle, Idaho, 
would be provided. 
Project costs 

The estimated costs for construction of the various features proposed for 
development, at January 1955, price levels, are: 


Smiths Ferry diversion dam and reservoir $1, 393, 000 
Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tunnel 11, 354, 000 
Upper Scriver Creek Powerplant " 6, 981, 000 
Seriver Creek Dam and Reservoir 2, E88, 000 
Scriver Creek-Garden Valley Tunnel___- ‘ ‘ 1, 500, 000 
Lower Scriver Creek Powerplant oe 12, 6O8, 000 
Switchyards and transmission lines 5, 057, OOO 
Goneral’ DEGDOCT i sk oc nss wens iskhiecn: _ ears ey 

Total estimated construction cost___ = : : _. 45, 984, 000 
Interest during construction ed, ; 2, 800, 000 

Total Federal investment 48, 734, 000 
Less nonreimbursable costs for fish and wildlife and recreation 258, OOO 

Repayable Federal investment — : . _. 48, 476, 000 
Unassigned cost of Cascade Reservoir 4, 658, OOO 

Capital cost assigned to commercial power for repayment 52, 134, 000 


The annual cost for interest and amortization in 50 years, assuming 100 per 
cent allocation to commercial power, would be $1,873,500. 

The annual costs for operation, maintenance, and provision for replacements 
are estimated at $532,200, thus resulting in a total annual cost of $2,405,700. If 
a part of the cost is allocated to irrigation pumping power on an interest-free 
basis, the annual cost would be somewhat less. 





Power production 

The Upper Scriver Creek powerplant (37,500 kw.) would meet daily peaking 
requirements through the use of Smiths Ferry Reservoir pondage. Operating 
with a net head of 410 feet and 85-percent efficiency, annual output of the plant 
would average about 214 million kilowatt-hours of energy. 

The Lower Scriver Creek powerplant (60,000 kw.) would be substantially a base 
load plant utilizing practically constant flows during the irrigation season since 
it will not be possible to reregulate daily fluctuations at Black Canyon Reservoir. 
It would have a net head of 805 feet under average conditions. At 8) percent 
operating efficiency, the annual output would be 521 million kilowatt-hours. 

The combined output from the 2 plants would be 635 million kilowatt-hours 
annually. Of the total amount, approximately 555 million kilowatt-hours would 
be firm, 22 million kilowatt-hours would be off-peak power, and 58 million kilo- 
watt-hours would be dump power. Potential firm power production has been 
reduced by approximately 20 million kilowatt-hours because of the necessity for 
operating the Lower Scriver Creek powerplant as a base load plant without daily 
fluctuations. This is also the limiting factor in determining the summer peaking 
capability. 
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ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 
Power value 

Studies by the San Francisco office of the Federal Power Commission show that 
the value of power at site in southern Idaho, computed on the basiseof replacing 
power which could be generated in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River and 
marketed by the west group of the Pacific Northwest Power Pool, would be $14.14 
per kilowatt of dependable capacity plus 3.29 mills per kilowatt-hour of energy. 

The studies further show that after about 1975 the demand for power in the 
southern Idaho market area will exceed the supply available in the area and in 
prospect from the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River and at that time the 
value of power at site would be $21.45 per kilowatt of dependable capacity plus 
4.39 mills per kilowatt-hour of energy. 

Assuming that the Scriver Creek power facilities are constructed and in 
operation around 1960, the lower value of power would be applicable for a period 
of 10 to 15 years, and the higher value for the remainder of the project life. 
Based on present worth of future values, the resulting value of power at-site dur- 
ing the payout period would be $18.62 per kilowatt of dependable capacity plus 
3.96 mills per kilowatt-hour of firm energy. Secondary energy would have a 
value of about 3.9 mills at site. Using these values, the average annual value of 
power from these facilities would be $4,325,000. 

Benefit-cost ratio 

The annual cost presented previously, amounting to $2,450,700, includes trans- 
mission facilities to interconnect with the Idaho Power Co. lines at Eagle. Idaho. 
Since at-site values are used as the measure of benefits, annual at-site costs, 
amounting to $2,290,500 without the interconnection transmission facilities, are 
used for comparison. The tax component foregone by Federal development 
amounts to $5.25 per kilowatt of dependable capacity of $512,000 per year. The 
addition of the tax component to the at-site costs results in a total cost of 
$2,802,600 

Using the previously determined value of power ($4,525,000) as a measure 
of the annual benefits and the at-site annual costs, including the tax component, 
the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.54 to 1.00 
Power market 

The Federal Power Commission studies show that at the present time there is 
a power deficiency in the southern Idaho area of 103,687 kilowatts of average 
energy and 206,840 kilowatts of capacity The plants proposed herein would 
supply about 47 percent of the energy and capacity requirements needed 
immediately. 

The studies also show that even with development of the Hells Canyon reach 
of Snake River there will“be a power deficiency in the southern Idaho area by 
1975 and that there is a market for any surplus power from this area in the serv- 
ice area of the west group of utilities in the Northwest power pool 
Financial feasibility 

In present negotiations for the sale of Palisades power and energy, it appears 
that the application of the proposed firm power rates for the Palisades project 
will result in an average return of about 4.7 mills for firm energy. In these 
same negotiations for sale of surplus Palisades power and energy to the Idaho 
Power Co. and the Utah Power & Light Co. it is proposed to sell seasonal offpeak 
energy at 2.6 mills and dump energy at 2.00 mills. 

Using the values of 4.70 mills for the 555 million kilowatt-hours of firm energy, 
2.6 mills for 22 million kilowatt-hours offpeak energy, and 2.0 mills for the 58 
million kilowatt-hours of dump energy, after allowance for losses and assuming 
75 percent of the dump would be salable, the average annual revenue would be 
$2,566,000. This amount would be sufficient to pay annual operation and main- 
tenance costs, provide for replacements as they are required, and repay the capi- 
tal costs of the development, including the deferred costs of Cascade Reservoir, 
with interest at 2.5 percent within 483 years. 


GARDEN VALLEY DAM, RESERVOIR AND POWERPLANT 


Inclusion of the Garden Valley Dam, Reservoir and powerplant in the overall 
Scriver Creek power facilities would allow for the immediate installation at the 
lower Scriver Creek powerplant of a third 30,000-kilowatt generating unit. This 
addition would bring the initial total installed generating capacity at the lower 
Scriver Creek plant to 90,000 kilowatts as described in the report of the Com- 
missioner of Reclamation, approved by the Secretary May 11, 1951. This addi- 
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tional unit can be utilized since construction of the Garden Valley Dam and 
Reservoir would provide reregulation below the lower Scriver Creek powerplant. 
This reregulation would allow use of the lower Scriver Creek plant for peaking 
purposes. Without the Garden Valley Dam, the lower Scriver Creek plant 
would have to be operated utilizing irrigation releases without daily peakitig 
fluctuations. 


Garden Valley Dam and Reservoir 


Garden Valley Reservoir would impound waters of both the South and Middle 
Forks of the Payette River and reregulate releases from Cascade after passing 
through the Scriver Creek powerplants. 

Garden Valley Dam would be located on the Payette River about 3.2 miles 
above the confluence with the North Fork and 3.8 miles below the mouth of the 
Middle Fork. The maximum water surface would be at elevation 3,266 feet. 
The total reservoir capacity would be 1,550,000 acre-feet, of which at least 848. 
VOO acre-feet Would be active capacity. 

Garden Valley Dam would be a concrete arch with a crest elevation of 3,271 
feet above sea level and a maximum height of about 440 feet, some 370 feet above 
streambed. Spills would be handled through a vertical shaft spillway controlled 
by a 10 by 60-foot ring gate. 


Garden Valley powerplant 


A 60,000-kilowatt capacity hydroelectric powerplant would be constructed at 
the toe of Garden Valley Dam. This plant would consist of four 15,000-kilowatt 
units. 


Estimated costs 


Estimated costs, at January 1955 prices, for construction of Garden Valley Dam, 
Reservoir and powerplant are: 

Garden Valley Dam and Reservoir ; : ; $23, S78, COU 

Garden Valley powerplant ; : : 7, 049, 000 
This addition to the Scriver Creek power facilities would also alter the estimated 
costs for the overall project. The changes in estimated costs from those shown 
earlier include: 


Lower Scriver Creek powerplant (38 units—90,000 kilowatts 


total) A ne - eee I alla $18, 2038, 000 
Switchyards and transmission Jines._.._........................ 7, 041, 000 
General property_- ; at ee hi caidpctaicenaaihe Miakanatia i 1, 800, 000 


‘Total estimated construction cost-_._-_----_____ cd at : 84, 887, 000 
Interest during construction ciats ‘ nae ; 5, 289, 000 
Total Federal investment- ee ee BR 
Repayable Federal investment ; od : a iene 89, 918, 000 
Capital cost assigned to commercial power for repayment 94, 576, 000 


The annual cost for interest and amortization in 50 years would be $3,334,700. 
The annual costs for operation, maintenance, and provision for replacements are 
estimated at $792,700, thus resulting in a total annual cost of $4,127,400, 


mt, 
Power production 


The lower Scriver Creek powerplant with 90,000 kilowatts installed capacity 
would meet daily peaking requirements through use of Scriver Creek Reservoir 
pondage. With a net head of 794 feet under average conditions at 85 percent 
ceperating efficiency, the plant would have an annual output of 406 million kilo 
watt-hours. 

The upper and lower Scriver Creek powerplants would have a combined output 
of 620 million kilowatt-hours annually. The reduction in average head at the 
lower Scriver Creek plant reduces the output of that plant by about 15 million 
kilowatt-hours annually. 

Storage control above and below the power sites and extra capacity in the 
diversion tunnels, above that required for uniform release of the average annual 
flow, would permit great flexibility in production of firm energy in coordination 
with powerplants of the Boise project and those elsewhere in the area to meet 
Inarket requirements. 

With construction of Garden Valley reservoir and powerplant there would be 
available for power production an average of 1,520,000 acre-feet of water an- 
nually at an average head of 334 feet. Assuming an average operating efficiency 
of about 80 percent, the potential output would be 416 million kilowatt-hours 
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annually from the 60,000-kilowatt Garden Valley powerplant. The total energy 
from all 3 plants would be 1,036,000,000 kilowatt-hours annually. Of this amount 
975,000,000 kilowatt-hours would be firm and 61,000,000 kilowatt-hours would 
be secondary energy. 


Power value 


* Inclusion of Garden Valley Dam Reservoir and powerplant and the increase 
in initial capacity of lower Scriver Creek powerplant would provide a dependable 
capacity of 187,500 kilowatts, and under criteria of $18.62 per kilowatt of de- 
pendable capacity plus 3.96 mills per kilowatt-hour of firm energy and 3.9 mills 
per kilowatt-hour for secondary energy, as used earlier, would provide an average 
annual value of power from all facilities of $7,790,000. 

Using the sale value of power, as previously estimated, the salable energy 
produced by the plants would result in average annual revenues of $4,353,000. 


Economic justification 


Annual costs, as presented previously, amount to $4,127,400, which includes 
transmission facilities to interconnect with the Idaho Power Co. lines at Eagle, 
Idaho. Since at-site values are used as the measure of benefits, annual at-site 
costs amounting to $4,023,900 without the interconnection transmission facilities 
are used for comparison. The tax component foregone by Federal development 
amounts to $5.25 per kilowatt of dependable capacity or $984,400 per year. The 
addition of the tax component to the at-site costs results in a total at-site cost 
of $5,008,300. 

Using the previously determined value of power, $7,590,000 as a measure of 
the annual benefits and the at-site annual costs, including the tax component, as 
a measure of the annual costs, the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.52 to 1. 

Financial feasibility 

The annual sales value of the energy produced at the powerplants ($4,353,000) 
would be sufficient to pay annual operation and maintenance costs, provide for 
replacements as they are required and repay the capital costs of the develop- 
ment, including the deferred costs of Cascade Reservoir, with interest at 2.5 
percent within 45 years. 

CONCLUSIONS 

(a) The Scriver Creek facilities are economically and financially feasible and 
present no unusual engineering problems nor construction difficulties, 

(b) The capital costs assigned to power can be repaid with interest at 2.5 
percent in 48 years through sale of power at rates now in prospect. 

(c) The development of these facilities will provide net annual revenues 
amounting to $2,033,800 which can be used, after the original investment in these 
facilities has been paid, to assist in the repayment of irrigation costs which may 
subsequently be incurred in the central Snake River area. 

(d) Construction of the Scriver Creek facilities will not interfere in any way 
with the present and anticipated future use of water from the Payette River. 

(e) The facilities proposed can be incorporated in any plan for the diversion 
of Payette River water for use on the Mountain Home division lands, but the 
development of these facilities does not depend on such a diversion. 

(f) These facilities will provide an assured and economical source of power 
for irrigation pumping from Snake River or from ground water in the Boise 
Valley for development of the Mountain Home division lands. 

(g) The project could be enlarged by the inclusion of Garden Valley dam, 
reservoir and powerplant and still pay out in 45 years, in which case net annual 
revenues of $3,560,300 would be available after repayment of the original invest- 
ment to assist in the repayment of irrigation costs. 


Senator Dworsuak. Mr. White, is the Scriver Creek proposal di- 
rectly related to Hells Canyon in a physical way, or could it be a 
separate project / 

Mr. Wurre. It could be entirely separate. It is only related at this 
time under the terms of the bill. 

Senator DworsHak. It is not physically related in any way by 
interchange of power and water? 

Mr. Wuire. No physical relation. 

Senator Anperson. Give us a brief description of the project, will 
you, please ¢ 
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Mr. Wuire. The water system for the Scriver Creek facilities can 
be considered to begin at Cascade Reservoir on the North Fork of the 
Payette River. This reservoir was completed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in 1948 asa facility of the Boise project, and has an active 
capacity of 650,000 acre-feet. Of this capacity, some 410,000 acre- 
feet are surplus to the estimated potential needs of the Payette River 
Valley, and are available for power storage. 

The existing reservoir is located here on this map [indicating]. 

The diversion from the North Fork of the Payette River would be 
made at the Smiths Ferry diversion dam, and it should be noted that 
both the irrigation releases from Cascade Reservoir and the power 
releases could be diverted through the power facilities, since the wate: 
will reenter the Payette River at the mouth of the Middle Fork at this 
point | indicating |. 

The reservoir at Smith Ferry diversion dam would impound 2,600 
acre-feet of water and would be used as a forebay for the upper 
Scriver powerplant to permit peaking operations. 

Senator Jackson. You say 2,600 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. That is not very much. 

Mr. Wuire. For peaking purposes it doesn’t take much, 

Senator Jackson. It is just for peaking purposes / 

Mr. Wurter. That is ght. 

A tunnel 13 feet in diameter and 4.6 miles long, with a capacity of 
1,385 cubic feet per second, would divert from this reservoir behind 
the dam and connect to the penstocks of the upper Scriver Creek 
powerplant. This plant, as I said, would have an installed capacity 
of 37,500 kilowatts, and would operate under a net average head of 
410 feet. 

Discharges from the upper Scriver Creek powerplant would be 
re-regulated in Scriver Creek Reservoir located on Scriver Creek, 
which is a tributary to the North Fork of the Payette River. 

An earth-fill dam here rising 168 feet above stream bed would create 
a reservoir with an active capacity of 5,000 acre-feet and would serve 
as the forebay for the lower Scriver Creek powerplant. Diversion 
from this reservoir would be through a tunnel 1614 feet in diameter 
and 6,925 feet in length, connecting directly to the penstocks of the 
lower Scriver Creek powerplant. 

The lower powerplant would be located at the high water line of 
the potential Garden Valley Reservoir. The initial installed generat- 
ing capacity would be 60, 000 kilowatts, with provision for two 30,000- 
kilowatt units in the future. The average net head would be 805 feet 

With the construction of Garden V alley Reservoir, as I expl: Lined 
earlier, one additional unit to this plant would be justified immedi- 
obi The necessary switchyards and transmission lines to deliver 
the power to the Idaho Power Co.’s 138-kilovolt lines in the vicinity of 
Kagle, Idaho, are included in the cost estimates. 

The estimated construction cost. is $45,934,000, and this cost is 
itemized in the report which I have submitted. 

The capital cost assigned to commercial power is $52,134,000. 

The annual cost for interest and amortization in 50 years at 2 
percent interest is $1,873,500, Annual costs of oper: ation, ee 
nance, and replacements are estimated at $532,200, making the total 
annual cost of $2,405,700 that I mentioned earlier. 
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That is on the assumption that the facilities would be allocated 100 
percent to commercial power. If a part of the cost were allocated to 
irrigation pumping, which could well be the case, then the annual cost 
would be somewhat reduced. 

The report submitted discusses such matters as water supply, water 
rights, operation criteria, and criteria for determination of firm power, 
and I will not go into the details of that at this time. 

The combined out put for the 2 plants would be 635 million kilowatt- 
hours annually, of which 555 million kilowatt-hours would be firm 
ener fy. 

Based on studies made by the San Francisco office of the Federal 
Power Commission, the at-site value of this power over the payout 
period is estimated to be $4,325,000. After deducting the intercon- 
nection transmission facilities costs and adding the tax component, 
the at-site annual cost would be $2,802,600, and the benefit to cost 
ratio for these facilities, 1.54 to 1.00. 

As I explained earlier, using the rates in prospect for Palisades 
project power, the project would pay out with 214 percent interest in 
13 years, and after that time $2,034,000 net annual power revenues 
would be available for assistance to irrigation. 

Senator JAcKson. How much acreage would be irrigated at. that 
oint ? 

Mr. Wuite. None. 

Senator JAcKsON. You say the power would be available 

Mr. Wuire, The net revenues under the terms of the bill, as I 
understand it, would be available for irrigation assistance. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is that limited to the Columbia Valley or the 
Snake River? 

Mr. Wuire. Under the terms of the bill, it is defined as the upper 
and central Snake River Basin, including the Clearwater River, which 
means all the basin shown in white on this map plus the Clearwater 
Basin, approximately this area here [indicating }. 

Senator ANDERSON. And the same restriction with reference to the 
Hells Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Wuire. That is my understanding. 

Senator AnpEeRsoN. So there would be some money available for 
irrigation work under both of these ¢ 

Mr. Wuire. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. Would the power revenues from the Scriver 
Creek plant be usable in helping to pay out on the Mountain Home 
irrigation project ? 

Mr. Wurrr. Yes, it would. Under the plan which was advanced 
for the Mountain Home project in 1949 known as the Payette unit, 
which was a large project and involved the diversion of Payette River 
water through a 30-mile tunnel to the Boise watershed, the costs were 
of such ms agnitude that even with assistance from the Scriver Creek 
plants it would not pay out in 50 years, and additional assistance 
would have been required from some other source. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do you recall how much additional assistance 
would be required? I remember the Mountain Home project, but I 
do not remember how much it was. 

Mr. Wuire. From memory, it was $128 million. I would have to 
check the figures, though, for the record, if I may do that. 
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Senator Dworsuak. Is that the latest report you have available on 
the development of the Mountain Home project ? 

Mr. Wurre. No, Senator. We have completed recently another 
report for development of part of the Mountain Home project under 
the so-called Sloan plan. 

Senator Dworsuak. I mean, have there been any additional engi 
neering studies made on the original plan to divert water from Payette 
River to the Mountain Home project? What was the estimate in 
1949? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; there has been. The latest report that I recall 
was published in 1953, and was submitted as one of the exhibits at 
the Federal Power Commission hearings on the Idaho Power Co. 
application on this reach of the river. 

Senator Dworsuak. What was the estimated cost of the project; 
do you recall ? 

Mr. Wuirte. I will look it up. 

Senator Dworsnak. That has no relationship to the Sloan pro- 
osal ¢ 

Mr. Writer. Except that they are somewhat alternatives. 

Senator Dworsnax. Yes; but they deal with two diverse ap 
proaches to the ultimate Mountain Home reclamation project. 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Nevsercer. Has the Bureau urged adoption of the Sloan 
plan ¢ 

Senator Anperson. You can submit that figure for the record, 
it is not available. 

Mr. Wuire. I have it right here. 

In answer to Senator Dworshak’s question, the 1953 report on the 
Mountain Home project had a total reimbursable cost of $281,121,000 ; 
and of that amount, after payment by the water users in 50 years 
and after deducting net power revenues from the facilities of the 
Mountain Home project, there would have remained a balance of 
$128,952,000. 

Senator Dworsnak. Can you break that down to a per-acre cost? 

I do not want you to do it now necessarily, but if you have it available 
you might insert it in the record. 

Senator Jackson. How many acres are involved ¢ 

Senator AnprerRson. You may submit for the record the approxi- 
mate number of acres involved, the approximate original value per 
acre, and the approximate remaining value per acre. 

(The information follows:) 

Total irrigable area, 192,000 acres. 

Irrigation allocation, $230,731,000. 

Irrigation allocation per acre, $1,202. 

salance to be returned from other sources, $128,952,430. 
Balance per irrigable acre, $672. 

Nonreimbursable allocation, $166,000. 

Senator DworsHak. You mentioned the reimbursable part. Was 
there another segment which was not reimbursable ? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; a small amount. 

Senator Dworsuak. Put that in, also. 

Senator Anperson. Are there additional questions ? 

Senator Weixer. Mr. Chairman, may I have the courtesy of inter 
rogating very briefly ¢ 

Senator Anperson. Surely. 

28 
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Senator Wreiker. Mr. Witness, [ notice in your statement you say 
there are some 400,000 acres of irrigable land in the Mountain Home 
project. 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weiker. Could you tell the committee and tell me about 
how much it would cost per acre to irrigate this 400,000 acres by, first, 
the diversion of surplus water from the Payette River to this tract? 

Mr. Wurre. In round figures, the latest cost estimate on that I be- 
lieve amounted to around $1,200 an acre, the irrigation allocation. 

Senator Weiker. A little in excess of $1,200, is that correct 4 

Mr. Wuire. I believe that is right. 

Senator Wreiker. How would that compare with the No. 2 pro- 
vision, the pumping of ground water in the Boise Valley for exchange 
for surface waters of the Boise River 4 

Mr. Wuire. The construction cost on the pumping plan amounted 
to around 8600 per acre. The annual operation costs under that plan, 
of course, were somewhat higher than under the gravity plan be- 
cause of the pumping involved. 

Senator Weiker. Let me get this straight. You are saying that 
in the gravity plan from the Payette River the construction cost 
would be approximately S600 per acre / 

Mr. Wuire. No; $1,200. 

Senator WeLKer. The pumping would be how much / 

Mr. Wuire. Approximately $600. I can look that figure up. 

Senator Weriker. Are you not a bit high on that, or do you recall ? 

Mr. Wuire. I will look it up. 

Senator Weiker. I wonder if you would. I do not desire to delay 
the hearings. ; 

Senator ANpERSON. Senator Welker, do you desire to have it 
inserted later, or do you need it now for your questions ¢ 

Senator Weiker. If it is possible to get the information at this 
point, I think it should be had. I hate to delay the hearings. 

Senator Anprerson. We will get it; because that seems to tie in to 
later questions. 

Senator Wetker. Thank you. 

Mr. Wuire. Senator, I believe I have the answer now. 

In our studies on the ground water pumping plan, the irrigation 
cost per acre was $517 if the allocation to irrigation power was not 
included. If the allocation to irrigation power was included, the 
irrigation cost would be $645 per acre. 

In our proposal, however, we propose to pay the irrigation power 
allocation on an annual basis. So, looking at it that way, the per- 
acre cost is $517 per acre and the annual operation and replacement 
cost was $7.94 per acre. 

Senater WeLker. That covers it. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANperson. How does that operation cost compare with 
the gravity ? 

Mr. Wuire. It is quite a little higher because of the pumping 
involved. 

Senator ANpeRsON. It is about $4 for the gravity ? 

Mr. Wurre. I do not have the figure in mind right now. 

Senator AnperRsON. You may insert that for the record later. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 

\nnual irrigation operation, maintenance and replacement costs per acre 
inder the gravity plan are estimated to be $3.24. 

Senator Nevpercer. Is anybody urging the underground pump- 
ng plan at the present time ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. I believe there is a lot of local interest in it. 

Senator NeuBerGer. What does the Bureau say about it 

Mr. Wurrr, The Bureau, to my knowledge, has not taken a stand. 
We have issued a report. The report is being circulated to interested 
parties in the field. There is one problem to which we do not have 
the solution, and that is the problem of acquiring the exchange right 
over 258,000 ground water exchange area. 

Senator Neusercer. Is that quite a problem in that area? 

Mr. Wiuurr. It is a little bigger ground water exchange than we 

ve had experience with before. We find in our contacts with the 
local people that there are mixed reactions to it. Some definitely 
are in favor of doing something along that line because it will help 
the ground water situation in the Boise Valley, and other people 
appear to be rather reluctant. It will be quite an educational job, 
I believe, to convince all the owners in the whole area that it is a 
cood plan. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Warkins. Is the report which you say is being circulated 
among the interested parties available for the use of this committee / 

Mr. Wnirre. I believe so, yes. 

Senator Warkins. Has it been filed with the committee? 

Mr. Wutrr. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Warkins. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, do we have a copy 
of 1t! 

Senator Anperson. Not to my knowledge. 

May we be furnished with a copy of it? 

Senator Warxkrns. I came in late. Would the witness mind telling 
ine who he is? 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. White, who is the area engineer. 

Senator Welker / 

Senator WeL_ker. Senator Neuberger’s inquiry leads me to this one 
question: With respect to this edue ational process you say it will be 
necessary to get into the act on the Sloan plan, I will ask you if it is 
not a fact that you will have to do a little educating with respect to 
plan No. 1, the Scriver Creek surplus water. In other words, you will 
have to educate every water user on the Payette River. Is that a fact? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; there will probably be some disagreement there. 

Senator WreLker. You were present when Mr. Grant Gardner made 
his appearance in Boise, Idaho, early last month—— 

Mr. Wuirp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wreixer. And very strongly resisted the Scriver Creek 
philosophy. 

Mr. Wuire. The diversion of Payette water to the Mountain Home 
project. 

Senator Weiker. That is right. I live on the Payette River, too. 
You have an educational job to do there, the same as you do under the 
Sloan plan. 
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Mr. Wuirre. We are not really proposing to do any education, I 
believe. I think it is up to the people. 

Mr. Wevker. That is right. I bring it out that you will have to 
educate the people in either of the instances, is that not correct ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. That is right. 

Senator WeL_ker. Very well, s 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Warkins. I would like to ask this question to make it cleat 
Does the Bureau of Reclamation attempt to sell either one of these 
programs or any of these programs to the people involved 4 

Mr. Wuire. No, I don’t velieve so. 

Senator Watkins. Who is voing to do the educating ¢ Do you 
have somebody in mind? You said “we.’ 

Senator ANDERSON. Obvy jously it would have to be the local people 
who are interested in one or the other of the projects; would it not? 

Mr. Wuire. That is my opinion on the matter. 

Senator Warkins. As I understand, your function is to investigate 
and report. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator Wat KINS, And to make a recommendation if you are called 
upon. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. But you do not go any further than that. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator Warkrins. You do not attempt to sell the project ohe Way 
yw the other, is that correct? You nodded your head. 

Mr. Wuiter. That is right. 

Senator Warkrns. It does not get into the record when you nod 
your head. 

Senator Dworsnak. Mr. White, if an allocation of power revenue is 
made in case the high Hells Canyon Dam is built, to subsidize a recla- 
mation project such as Mountain Home, how would that be accom- 
plished? Power reyenues are one thing, but in order to reclaim land 
you need water. Where would you get the water / 

Mr. Wuite. You are asking me spec ifie ally on the Mount: ain Home 
project ¢ 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes; on plan No. 1. 

Mr. Wuire. On plan No. 1, the Payette diversion plan, the surplus 
water of the Payette River would have been diverted to the Boise 
River through this long and costly tunnel. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Would there be enough run-of-the-river sur- 
plus water available so you would not have to rely upon some of the 
storage in Cascade Dam ? 

Mr. Wurrr. No. You would have to rely on some of the storage in 
Cascade, and also Garden Valley. 

Senator DworsHak. Who owns that storage in Cascade Dam now ? 

Mr. Wuire. Part of it, I believe, has recently been contracted by 
one of the units of the Boise project, but part of the space is still 
available. 

Senator DworsnHak. Some was unallocated when it was constructed, 
as I recall. 

Mr. Wuirr. Yes. The reservoir was built to larger capacity than 
necessary for irrigation on the Payette River, with the idea of even- 
tually using it somewhere else. 
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Senator Dworsuak. Was there any understanding, specific or other- 
wise, that the Payette V alley wouk | be entitled to the use of some of 
that stored water in Case ade Reservoir # 

Mr. Wuirre. Yes, sir. In fact, they have a preferential right at 
present. 

Senator ANprerson. You have helped me with one of the questions 
on page 9 of your statement where you have “Unassigned cost of Cas- 
cade Reservoir, $4,658,000," which you are adding on the Scriver 
Creek project. That is because you would use some of that storage 
already constructed, is it? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. White, under the 1949 plan for irriga- 
tion—you said none had been made since then—how many acres would 
be irrigated under that plan, approximately ¢ 

Mr. WHITE. Let me correct the record. We did have a revised re- 
port prepared in 1953 based on the same plan. 

Senator Neusercer. About how many acres will be irrigated 

Mr. Wuirer. That plan would have irrigated 192.000 acres. 

Senator Anperson. The original plan was 400,000 acres / 

Mr. Waiter. No; 192.000. 

Senator AnpeRsSON. The original plan ¢ 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. The 1949 plan ¢ 

Mr. Waiter. Yes; 192,000 acres under that plan. The 400,000 acres 
is the approximate acreage potentially irrigable on the north side of 
the Snake River in what is known loc ally as the Mountain Home 
Desert area. 

Senator ANprersoN. How many acres are involved in the moditied 
plan in 1953% ‘The same number / 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, that is right. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You said 190.000 ¢ 

Mr. Wurtrer. 192,000. 

Senator NeuperGer. In the 1953 plan / 

Mr. Wurrr. That is essentially the same plan as the one in 1949, 

Senator Neusercer. Under the Sloan plan, about how many acres 
would be irrigated 7 

Mr. Wuirr. Our report showed 109,000, 

Senator NEuBEeRGER. Is that 109 or 190 ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. One hundred nine. 

Senator Anprerson. If there are no further questions, we will turn 
to Mr. Hoisington. Thank you, Mr. White. 

Senator Jackson. In order to protect him, why do we not let the 
record show that we have requested the report. 

Senator Anprerson. Have the record show at this point that I have 
requested Mr. White to leave with us the special report on alternate 
P ~ for Mountain Home irrigation and drainage project, copy No. 

, dated November 1954. It ‘will not be put in the record, but will 
rg available to the committee. 

Sen: itor Warkins. May I ask the witness, has that been submitted 
to the Secretary a the Interior yet? 

Mr. WHirrtr. I believe not. It is a special report. It contains 
no auto for authorization. As I explained, it has been 
circulated to the interested parties locally for their review and com- 
ment, and it is in that stage now. 
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Senator Watkins. How did it come to be made 

Mr. Wuite. If I remember correctly, it was made at the request 
of Representative Hamer Budge, I believe. who requested the assist- 
ance of the Department of the Interior in further investigation of 
that plan. 

Senator Warxkrns. It is in response to that request that the inves- 
tigation has been made, and a report has been made but not submitted 
to the Secretary yet / 

Mr. Wurre. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. How about the report on the overall proposal 
for Hells Canyon Dam—has that been submitted to the Secretary / 

Senator AnpErsoN. It must; because we expect a report from the 
Secretary during these hearings. 

Senator Warkrins. He has not made his report yet to the Congress. 

Mr. Wuire. I am afraid I cannot answer that. 

Senator Warkins. This is an interstate stream, is it not ? 

Mr. Wuirr. The Snake River ? 

Senator Warkins. Yes. It is part of an interstate stream / 

Mr. Wurre. The Snake River, not the Payette River. 

Senator Warkins. Under the 1944 Flood Control Act, it has to 
be submitted to other States as well. 

Senator Jackson. Is that not only in case it is submitted for author- 
ization’ I do not think just a preliminary report has to be sub- 
mitted. 

Senator Warkins. I am talking about the overall report. I want 
to know if the overall re port hi as been made yet. Are you the en- 
gineer in charge of that region ? 

Mr. Wuirer. I am in charge of the investigations in the Snake 
River area above the mouth of the Grande Ronde River. 

Senator Jackson. Are you referring to the overall report on the 
Snake River’ 

Senator Warkins. Not on the whole Snake, but on this project. 

Senator Jackson. On Hells Canyon. My understanding is that 
that was submitted to the governors of the various States in 1952 

Senator Warkins. That is what I am trying to find out. I am 
not acquainted with this project at all. 

Senator Jackson. I just asked Mr. Lineweaver, who was with the 
Department, and I understand it was submitted in 1952. 

Mr. LineweaAver. Previous to 1952 it was submitted and circulated 
to the States of the basin, and each of the governors commented on it. 

Senator Watkins. To comply with the Flood Control Act. That 
is all I wanted to know. A copy of that is available to members of 
the committee ? 

Mr. LinewEAver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Along the lines of Senator Watkins’ question 
about the reports and their origin, is Mr. Sloan an employee of the 
Bureau of Reclamation / 

Mr. Wuirr. A former employee of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Neupercer. Was he an employee when he made the report 

Mr. Wurre. I believe not. 

Senator Nevpercer. Who financed that report, do you know ?/ 

Mr. Wuire. I would not know that. 

Senator Neusercer. Was it privately financed or publicly financed ¢ 

Mr. Wurre. I know nothing about that. 
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Senator Neuspercer. You know nothing about the financing of that 

report ¢ 
Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Senator DworsHak. Did the Bureau of Reclamation allocate any 
funds to its regional office in Boise to do any work on that proposal ¢ 

Mr. Wutrr. Maybe I misunderstand. The original Sloan report, 

r the one which has just been submitted to the committee / 

Senator Nevsercer. Both, the original Sloan report and this one. 
On the original Sloan report, was Mr. Sloan an employee of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation when he made that report é 

Mr. Wurre. I do not believe so. 

Senator Neupercer. Then who financed such a project / 

Mr. Wuire. I don’t know. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is a question to direct to Mr. 
Sloan. 

Senator Neupercer. Is he here? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, he is here. 

Senator AnpEeRson. Mr. White did not have anything to do with 
it. I think you are asking the witness to testify about something 
where he would be giving us hearsay evidence. 

Mr. Wuirr. We were asked to review the report and make further 
studies on the plan. 

Senator NevBercer. Thank you, Mr. White. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Hoisington ¢ 


STATEMENT OF C. I. HOISINGTON, CHIEF, ESTIMATES AND 
ANALYSES BRANCH, CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. Hotsineron. My name is C. I. Hoisington. I am Chief of 
the Estimates and Analyses Branch, Construction Division, Bureau 
of Reclamation, in the office of the Assistant Commissioner and Chief 
Engineer, Denver, Colo. 

As Chief of the Estimates and Analyses Branch, [ am responsible 
for the preparation, review, and approval of construction cost esti- 
mates for the various features of Bureau projects such as dams, power- 
plants, pumping plants, transmission systems, canals, conduits, and 
all other classes of property, including costs of materials, equipment, 
and installation labor. I am also responsible for preparing, issuing, 
and maintaining cost indexes for construction work and for reviewing 
of project planning reports with emphasis on costs and engineering 
economy and checking them against omission of features and essential 
work. 

In agreement with the above duties and responsibilities, the esti- 
mates for construction of Hells Canyon Dam, powerplant, and ap- 
purtenant features, except for land and land rights, roads, trails, and 
bridges, communication and recreational facilities were prepared 
under my direction. Land and land rights, roads, trails, and bridges, 
communication and recreational facilities were prepared under the 
direction of the regional director. 

The attached tabulation shows the estimated cost by accounts in- 
cluding a contingency reser ve and investigations, engineering, and 
genert al expense for the Hells ( Canyon project on January 1952 prices, 
and also on prices as of April 1955. 
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Do you W ish to have me read the tabulation 7 
Senator Anperson. The tabulation may appear in the record at 
this point, and any comment you desire to make on any of it should 
be made at this time. 


(The tabulation referred to follows:) 


Cort estimates for Hetls Canyon Dam, Idaho-Ore gon 











Mult 
‘ Ind ca Estimate 
1955 index 
Ay : 14 ce April 
ct 1 Bi 9 > 1Y¥ price 
ex 

I j land $20, 600, 000 $20, 690, 000 

Ss 1¢ and impr n 27, 600, OO 1.12 1. 20 1.07 29, 532, 000 

R irs, da i waterwa 55, 930, 000 1.07 1.00 0. 935 145, 795, 000 

Purbine ind generator 40, 475, 000 1. 22 1.31 O74 43, 470, 000 

Accessory electric eqt it 4, 900, 000 1. 20 1. 24 1. 033 5, 062, 000 

Miscellaneous power} jul] 4. 025. 000 a Se 7 41, 307, 000 

Roads, trails, and bridg 15, 008, 000 1.11 1.11 00 15, 008, 000 

l'ransmission equipment (switchyard 12, 190, 000 19 1, 38 16 14, 140, 000 

General property (camp, etc 10, 782. 000 1.15 1.18 1, O2¢ 11. 062. 000 

Communication facilities 80, 000 1. 20 1. 24 033 83, OOO 

Recreational facilitic 1, 000, 000 1.09 1.13 1, 037 1, 037, 000 

nsfers to other G € ta 200. 000 200, 000 

Contingency reservé 5, 000, 000 ), YYl 4. 955. 000 
Investigatio , engineer 

exper 9, 020, 000 0, 991 58, 489, O00 

Grand total 56, 810, 000 353, 740, 000 

NOTE Maximum \ elevation, 2, t is ition, 800,000 kilowatts; maximum head. 


602 leet 


Senator J a KSON. There has been a decline of roughly 33 million in 
the overall estimated cost. ; 

Mr. Hotstneton. Approximately l percent decline, that is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Is that due to more competition in the construc- 
tion industry ? 

Mr. Hoisineron. Yes, that is due to both competition in the con- 
struction industry and some decline in material costs. 

Senator Anprrson. Heavy construction has come down, and tur- 
bines would be up a little. 

Mr. Hotstneron. Turbines and generators are up slightly. Power 
features are up, while the heavy construction industry prices have 
been reduced slightly. 

Senator Jackson. Someone else will submit the cost estimates on 
the Scriver Creek project ? 

Mr. Horstncron. That is correct. 
estimates for Scriver Creek. 

Senator Warkrins. Are your figures based on any experience with 
the recent bids and contracts let on construction out in the West on 
matters similar to this dam? 

Mr. Hotstneron. Yes. I would say the indexes that I have used to 
index these costs to April 1955 prices reflect the recent bidding on work 
of this nature in the West. 

Senator Warxrns. I was advised that down in Utah on one phase 
of a project, a contract was actually entered into away below the 
estimates which had been made by the Bureau of Reclamation. As 
I remember it—I may be mistaken—it was about 25 percent under 
the estimates. 


I believe Mr. White has the cost 
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Senator Anprerson. I have to submit in the record sometime, some- 
place, a letter from the head of the Utah Construction Co. pointing 
out that the country is away behind in its heavy construction work, 
and that that is the cause of the very severe competition among con- 
tractors. There just isn’t anything that the people who are capable 
of doing large dam work, such as the construction of this dam, can find 

Is there quite a scarcity of heavy construction work in the West ? 

Mr. Hotstneron. I think that is correct. There is quite a scarcity 
f heavy construction work. We are finding that we have from 10 
to 20 firms and combinations of firms bidding on each invitation 
for bids. 

Senator Warxkrins. That is unusual, is it not? 

Mr. Horstneron. Quite unusual. 

Senator Warkins. On smaller projects, you used to have only 4 
or 5 at the most. 

Mr. Hoistneron. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. Is it not true, Mr. Hoisington, that in 1953 you 
had a substantial amount of military construction in connection with 
the Korean war and the expansion of industrial facilities, and so on, 
and we are now catching up on some of our large construction 
projects / 

Mr. Horsineron. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. So you have a very strong competitive factor 
that might even bring the figure down below what you are estimating 
as of now ¢ 

Mr. Hoistneron. That is true. It might well bring it down below. 

Senator Anperson. In any event, you think this is a reasonably 
sound estimate based on the April 1955 index ? 

Mr. Horstneron. Yes, I think based upon what we have previously 
estimated, using the same assumptions, this is a reasonable estimate. 

Senator Anperson. Any questions ¢ 

Senator Warkrns. How long have you been with the Bureau? 

Mr. Hoisrncron. I have been with the Bureau of Reclamation going 
on 22 vears. 

Senator Warkrins. You have been working in this field most of the 
time ¢ 

Mr. Hotstneron. No. I was working for about the first 10 years in 
design work, and then | just gradually got into the cost angle. 

Senator Warkriys. Did you ever have charge of the construction 
of any project ? 

Mr. Hotstneron. No, sir, I have never had. I have never been a 
construction superintendent. 

Senator Dworsnak. One question. Mr. Hoisington, in your state 
ment you have transmission equipment, switchyards, $12,190,000. 
Does that include any transmission lines ¢ 

Mr. Horstneron. No. That is just the switchyard, transformers, 
switch gear, and structures. 

Senator Dworsnak. Your estimate does not include any money for 
regular transmission lines ¢ 

Mr. Hotstneron. It includes no money for transmission lines from 
the switchyard on to the load center. 

Senator DworsHak. Where would the switchyard be located, right 
at the dam site? 
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Mr. Horstneron. It would be located adjacent to the power plant, 
probably up on the cliff, on a ledge up there which will probably be 
cleared off and excavated for its construction. 

Senator Dworsuak. Have you made a study of the transmission 
line costs ? 

Mr. Hotstncron. No, I have not made a study of the transmission 
line. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is not within the purview of your par- 
ticular job? 

Mr. Horsineron. That was not requested. It is within the purview 
of my particular job. However, since there were no requests to pre- 
pare the estimates, I have none prepared. 

Senator NeEvuBerGER. It is customary, is it not, when you estimate 
the cost of a project like this, not to include the cost of the transmission 
line in the cost of the project, per se? 

Mr. Hotsineron. That is true. 

Senator Warkins. Did you figure the costs on the Colorado project 
recently before the Senate ? 

Mr. Horstneron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. That included some transmission lines between 
the various dams, did it not ¢ 

Mr. Hotstncron. Yes. Those were included, I believe, by direction 
of the Director. 

Senator Jackson. The reason for that is that that is an interconnec- 
tion between dams in a system 

Mr. Hotstneron. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Which is also administered by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. Hoistneron. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Jackson. But in the Northwest, the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration handles power from the bus bar to the various customers, 
isthat correct? Under the Bonneville Act of 1939, is it not a fact that 
the transmission of power from the bus bar becomes the responsibility 
of the Bonneville Power Administration, whether that power is de- 
livered by a Bureau dam or an Army engineer dam? Is that right? 

Mr. Horstneron. I believe they have the responsibility for delivery 
of all power. 

Senator Jackson. The marketing of the power. 

Mr. Hotstneron. That is correct. Whether it happens to be from 
the bus bar or from the high-voltage side of the transformers, I am 
not certain. 

Senator Anperson. Further questions / 

Senator Warxrins. I notice the last item, investigations, engineer- 
ing, and general expenses, $59,020,000. That includes, does it, all of 
the preliminary investigations that can be charged against this proj- 
ect as it develops, and that includes preliminary engineering ¢ 

Mr. Horstneton. That includes all preliminary engineering relative 
to the investigations and drilling of the sites, the preparation of de- 
signs and specifications, supervision of construction, and other general 
expense normally charged from project offices or regional offices. 

Senator Warkins. What do the words “general expense” include ? 

Mr. Horstneron. Usually I interpret the term “general expense” 
just to include such expense as is chargeable to the project from the 
regional office or the central project activities office. 





lip 
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Senator Warktins. Including part of the general overhead of the 
regional office ¢ 

Mr. Horstncron. No. I would say it was such work as the regional 
office would perform in connection with the Hells Canyon project. 
You see, they would be working on several other, probably many 
other projects. The portion of the work chargeable to Hells Canyon 
performed in the regional office would come under the general 
expense. 

Senator Warkins. What about the general expense of the two of- 
fices, at Denver and in Washington / 

Mr. Hoisington. The general expense of the office in Washington is 
nonreimbursable and is not included in this investigation, engineering, 
and general expense. The entire cost of the operation of the Denver 
office is included in the portion under engineering. 

Senator Warkins. I w ae to make that clear, because I under- 
stood it very well myself, but there have been people who have said 
that none of the general overhead is charged to these projects or any 
proportion of it. I understood that practically all of the cost of the 
enver office is charged against the cost of the project. 

Mr. Horsineron. That is correct. We have included in this $59 
million figure all of the engineering, investigations, and general ex- 
pense items that we feel will be charged to the job. 

Senator Warkins. Of course a large portion of the employees and 
engineers in the Denver office are in the field. 

Mr. Hoistnecron. That is correct. 

Senator Warkins. And the Washington office is not manned very 
heavily. 

Mr. Hotstneron. That is right. 

Senator Neusercer. That is true of all projects, whether it is Hells 
Canyon or the upper Colorado or any project under the administration 
of the Bureau, is that not correct, Mr. Hoisington / 

Mr. Hotstneron. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. If there are no additional questions, Mr. Riter 
is the next witness. 

Mr. Riter, will you state your name and your position for the record, 
please ¢ 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. RITER, CHIEF DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER, 
COMMISSIONER’S OFFICE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DENVER, 
COLO. 


Mr. Rrrer. My name is John R. Riter. My position is chief de- 
velopment engineer in the commissioner’s office, Denver. 

Senator Anperson. You heve been a good many years with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, have you not ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir; since April 1928. 

Senator Anprerson. Will you proceed to present your statement, 
please. 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. I have a statement which I prepared in 
Denver when I found out that I was requested to appear before this 
committee, and in the interest of saving time I will follow your 
instructions, Senator, and give you a br ief summar y. 

Senator Anperson. I think you had better go through this fairly 
carefully. After all, this is the real test of whether it is good or not, 
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is it not? If we are going to build something of this nature and 
want to see it repay, this is the real question. I would rather take a 
little extra time. 

Mr. Rirer. The purpose of this statement is to present estimates 
of powe z produc ‘tion and costs of gener: ation for the high Hells C; in- 
yon Dam located on the Snake River downstream from Weiser . Idaho. 
The Hells Canyon Dam would create a maximum power head of 602 
feet, a total storage capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet, and an ultimate 
power plant capacity of 900,000 kilowatts. The cost estimates pre- 
sented by Mr. Hoisington are for a powerplant of 800,000 kilowatts 
capacity with space to permit the future installation of a ninth unit. 
The reservoir would be operated for the multiple purposes of flood con 
trol, navigation, and power development. The operations of the 
project would be coordinated with other developments within the 
Columbia River Basin. 

Stream flow: The Snake River has been measured at Oxbow (lo- 

cated 28 miles upstream from the Hells Canyon Dain site) since 1923 
ad at Weiser, Idaho (located 95 miles upstream from the Hells Can- 
yon Dam site) since October 1910. The following table shows the 
historic flows of the Snake River at the Hells Canyon Dam site and 
the estimated depleted flows for three levels of upstream irrigation 
development ; 

(1) Present (1948) level of development as determined in 1951 
by the Technical Subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Interagency 
Committee. 

(2) Irrigation anticipated by 1985 A. D. as estimated by J. R. Riter 
in 1953. 

(3) Future irrigation development as envisioned in May L951 by 
the Technical Subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Interagenc'y 
Committee. 

Page 3 is a comparison of the discharges of the Snake River at, 
the Hells Canyon Dam site. One column shows the historic flow for 
the entire pe riod of record. There have been estimates made by the 
Columbia Basin Interagency Committee subcommittee for operating 
pl: in for the so-called present level of deve lopme nt (1948 level). The 
same committee also made estimates of the future flows. 

As part of my testimony before the Federal Power Commission, I 
prepared estim: ites for the 1985 level of deve ‘lopment. The estimates 
other than historic flows were prepared only for a 20-year period 
from 1929 to 1948, inclusive. The 20-year average for the present 
level of upstream irrigation is 11,5 24.000 acre-feet. For the 1985 
level of development, it is estimated by me as 10,298,000 acre-feet. For 
the future de ‘velopment it is estimated by the Columbia Basin Inter- 
agency © ommittee subcommittee as 9,089,000 acre-feet. 

The stream flows as recorded have been influenced by upstream de- 
velopments for irrigation and the operation of storage reservoirs on 
the Snake River and its tributaries. 

Senator Warkrns. Before you go on, let me ask a question about 
that. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes,sir. The actual detailed calculations, Senator, were 
made on a monthly basis. 

Senator Warkrns. These figures show, for instance the year ending 
September 30, 1911, 16,800-— 
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Mr. Rrrer. They are in terms of thousands of acre-feet. That is 
16,800,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Warkrns. That is the flow for that year. 

Mr. Rrrer. The flow for that year, yes, sir. That is my estimate at 

e Hells Canyon site. Actu: ally the gage in that year was at Weiser, 
Idaho, so I allowed for the gain between Weiser hid Hells Canyon 
[dam site. 

Beginning in 1924, when the record was available at the Oxbow 
caging station, 1 assumed that the Oxbow flows would be the same as 
he flows at the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

Senator Warkrns. I notice somewhere in the beginning here you 
said you had total storage capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet. Is that not 
| rather small storage for that high a dam 4 

Mir. River. It is ina canyon, Senator, and that is about all there is 
wailable. To go any higher would involve difficulties in the vicinity 
of Weiser, Idaho. 

Senator Warkrns. You are acquainted with the Glen Canyon pro- 
posal on the Color: nn 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, si 

Senator WATKINS. "That is around 26 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sn 

Senator Watkins. It is about 100 feet high, and this one is about 700 
feet high. 

Mr. Rrrer. The hydraulic height at Glen Canyon, as I recall, 
about 580 feet. That compares with the 600 feet at Hells C anyon. 

Senator Warktns. It seems to be a rather small storage for so high 
a dam. 

Senator AnpERsoN. It is in a narrow canyon. 

Mr. Rrrer. It is in a steep, narrow canyon, Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. Before you leave the question of the flow of 
the Snake River, has there not been some concern out in the Boise area 
and the southern Idaho area that there will not be enough water to fill 
the reservoir ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. I did not attend the field hearings, but I understood that 
some of the people up there are concerned about the rel: ationship of 
flow for irrigation and flow for power production. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Do you see any reason why irrigation further 
up the Snake should interfere with a dam of this size? 

Mr. Rirer. No, sir. As I understand the bill, provision is made 
that if the Congress should authorize the Hells Canyon Dam, that 
would not interfere with upstream irrigation developments, either 
present or future. Then, as you probably know, the States in the Co- 
lumbia River Basin have recently negotiated a compact, and part of 
the terms of that compact prov ide for the virtual subordination of 
downstream power rights in favor of upstream uses for irrigation and 
other consumptive purposes. I do not know the present status of that 
compact. I know it was signed. Whether it has been ratified by all 
the legislatures or not, I am not prepared to say. 

Senator Neusercer. What I am trying to get at, Mr. Riter, is this: 
Do you see any likelihood that addition: all upstream irrigation would 
cause physical depletion of the river and thus cause an inability to 
fill the dam ? 
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Mr. Rrrer. It would cause physical depletion of the river, but the 
clam and reservoir could he operated recognizing the depleted tlow Se 
so the dam could be filled. 

Senator NEUBERGER. One other question, if I may. 

I notice that between 1911 and the present time there has been no 
diminution in the flow of the Snake River. It varies, but in general 
there has been no diminution. It was 16 million acre-feet in 1911, and 
in 1952 it was 20 million, in 1953, 13 million. In other words, there 
is certain irregularity, but there has been no physical diminution in 
the flow of the river. 

Has there been a great deal of irrigation on the upper Snake be- 
tween 1911 and 1953 which has been started and developed in that 
eriod ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. I have it in my statement. In 1910 the area 
irrigated was 1,400,000 acres; and in 1948 there were 2,610,000 acres. 
Since 1948 there have been some increases in the irrigated area, both 
from the use of surface streams and by pumping from ground water, 
but I do not have an accurate figure on that. It runs in my mind that 
200,000 acres have been developed since then. There may have been 
more. 

Senator Neupercer. Despite this vastly increased use of water for 
irrigation, the flow of the Snake River has not been depleted, accord 
ing to these studies ? 

Mr. Rirer. Senator, if you would care to look at the other columns 
in the table before you, note for the 20 years 1929 to 1945 the average 
of the historic flows was 11,829,000 acre-feet. The Columbia Basin 
Interagency Committee task force, a group of engineers representing 
several agencies in the States, estimated that had the 1948 irrigated 
area been in effect throughout that 20-year period, the average flow 
would have been 11,524,000 acre-feet. ‘Then as part of my testimony 
before the Federal Power Commission in the Hells Canyan case, I esti- 
mated that, allowing for some 631,000 additional acres by 1985, the flow 
would have been depleted to an average of 10,298,000 acre-feet. Then 
the task force committee, again looking to the future, estimated that at 
some future date in this same 20-year period, due to irrigation devel- 
opments the flows would have been depleted to an average of 9,089,000 
acre-feet. They took the same climatic conditions, the same run-off 
conditions, and then allowed for the effects of the increasing irriga- 
tion development. 

Senator Neupercer. How many acre-feet are required for Hells 
Canyon Dam as envisaged in the plans of the Bureau / 

Mr. Rirer. We anticipate using all the water which is left. 

Senator Dworsnak-. Mr. Riter, you referred to the compact which 
would ensure equitable distribution and utilization of water among 
the Basin States. Are you aware of the fact that neither the Legis- 
lature of Oregon nor the Legislature of Washington at their recent 
sessions ratified the compact ? 

Mr. Rirer. I was not aware of that, Senator. By invitation I at- 
tended the committee meetings in both of those States, but I got busy 
with other things and had not kept up with it. 

Senator DworsHak. I do not think that point was developed, and 
I do not know that it is too material, but to the isolated irrigator in 
the upper Snake River valley throughout our State, there is some 
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speculation over the reluctance or the failure of the legislatures of the 
two lower basin States to show their willingness to cooperate by ap 
proving a compact which would insure per petually a fair distribution 
of the water. 

Senator Watkins. May I inquire: This reservoir has a proposed 
capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet. Is that hold-over storage reservoir? 

Mr. Rrrer. Senator, it would serve both annual regulation and hold- 
over purposes. 

Senator Watxkrns. How would it have operated in, for instance, 
vears like 1930, 1931, and 1932, and then we get down to 1934 and 
1935. 

Mr. River. I can discuss that with you now or, if you care to wait, 
I will take it up in my statement. 

Senator Warkins. I wanted to be sure it was going to be covered. 

Mr. Rrrer. I can say that the plan, the way the Bureau envisions it, 
is that this reservoir will be operated as part of the Columbia River 
system, and storage releases will be made as needed to supplement 
the Columbia River system. The Columbia River is a tremendous 
river. It has a runoff of probably eight times as much as the Snake 
River at this point, and it has a large flood season in most years. 

Senator Jackson. Asa matter of fact, it starts about now. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. It is contemplated that the storage releases 
from Hells Canyon would be concentrated in those nonflood periods, 
and then during the flood period on the Columbia River we would 
pinch down the flow to very small quantities in order to facilitate 
filling of the reservoir. In other words, our operations then would 
be coordinated with the operation of other plants in the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Then in years of extremely low runoff the entire storage capacity 
would be released, if needed, for prime power production. At the 
~~ time, the season 1936-37 is critical on the Columbia River. 

s the system increases, however, the critical period will ultimately 
a a multiple season which would extend from about September 1928 
through February 1932. 

So, as I envision the operation of Hells Canyon, Senator, we will 
have to be aware of what the system is with which we are coordinating 
our operations. 

Senator Warxrns. It isan overall plan. If that plan is not carried 
out and our storage is not built, power plants, and so on, how would 
it work then—as of now, if nothing further were done downstream ? 

Mr. Rirer. If nothing further were done downstream, the 1936-37 
period is still controlling. That means that in that winter we would 
evacuate the entire live storage capacity. 

Senator Warkins. What is the dead storage ? 

Mr. Rirer. The live storage is 3,880,000 acre-feet, so subtract that 
from the 4,400,000. 

Senator Warxrns. I will let you do the figuring. 

Mr. Riter. It is about 520,000 acre-feet of dead storage. 

Senator Warxrns. Will there be fish in this reservoir ? 

Mr. Rirer. I presume there will be. 

Senator Watkins. You have to have some to protect the fish if 
there are fish, and 500,000 acre-feet ought to do it. 

Mr. Rrrer. I think so. 
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Senator Neupercer. Do not the major fish runs go up the Salmon 
River, which is below the site of Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Rirer. That is my understanding, but I assume there will be 
some fishing in the reach of the river upstream from Hells Canyon. 

Senator Weiker. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman. I am not 

‘ar with respect to the major fish runs, Senator. I think vou said 
ths it the major fish run started at the Salmon River and up the Salmon 
and its tributaries 

Senator Neusercer. Yes, I think the major fish run and the greatest 
number of fish in the Snake River, certainly the migratory fish, turn 
off up the Salmon River for their spawning. 

Senator Werker. There are many migratory fish which spawn in 
the tributaries of the Snake after it passes the Salmon. 

Senator Neupercer. Yes, there are some, but I think the major por 
tion go up the Salmon River. 

Sen hator WELKER. No doubt there will be some expr rt on that to 
testify here at the hearing. 

ae Chairman, there is one question I would like to ask Mr. Riter. 

. Riter, I wonder if you could help me with respect to the multiple 
pl cae of this dam. TI notice you say in your statement on page 1 
that it would be operated for the multiple purposes of flood control, 
navigation, and power development. Could you enlighten me with 
respect to the navigation features ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I understand the Corps of Engineers to be represented 
here, but from the studies made—and we cooperated with the Corps 
of Engineers—they have in mind navigation benefits primarily along 
the Columbia River, in the operation of the reservoir by releasing stor- 
age during the low-water period on the Columbia River. That would 
provide some additional flows for navigation. Our friends from the 
Corps of Engineers have evaluated those for us. However, from the 
standpoint of value, the major value is power. 

Senator Wetker. Yes. 

Mr. Riter, if I understood your answer correctly, the people of Idaho 
would not benefit a great deal from any navigation on this so-called 
storage, would they ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I presume there might be some boats on the pool itself. 

Senator Wrikxer. That would be a rowboat or something of that 
sort. 

Mr. Rrrer. I imagine it would be recreational craft. 

Senator Weixer. Yes. A rowboat is pretty good for recreation. 

If I got your answer correctly, the people who would benefit by this 
so-called navigation would be the people down on the lower ¢ ‘olumbia, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Rrrer. Primarily on the Columbia, and I think you might have 
some on the lower portion of the Snake River. 

Senator Wetker. That is down about Lewiston ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Lewiston on down, below this dam. The reach of the 
river immediately below the dam, no. 

Senator Weiker. The people who write in and say that there would 
be quite a loss to navigation if this dam were not built should be 
enlightened by the fact that if the dam were built, as far as the State 
of Idaho is concerned, other than any benefit they might receive from 
the navigation down on the lower Columbia, they just would not have 


any navigation. 





Or 
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Mr. Rrrer. With the possible exception of part of lower Snake 
River. 

Senator Weiker. That is right, away down below the stem of the 
river. 

Mr. Rirer. Yes. 

Senator Wetker. Thank you, Mr. Riter. 

Mr. Rrrer. I would like to point out that the area irrigated in 1948 
was 2,610,000 acres, and I have estimated that by 1985 the upstream 
area would increase to 3,250,000 acres. Then the task force of the 
Columbia Basin Interagency Committee estimated at some future 
date the upstream area would increase to 3,806,000 acres. In making 
the computation of power we have allowed for depletion of the stream 
flows. 

The next item I would like to discuss is major Federal power sys- 
tem of the Columbia River Basin, the table on page 6, shows the major 
Federal power developments within the Columbia River Basin. As 
a matter of geography, there are three dams under construction or 
presently operating located downstream from Hells Canyon which 
would have their power output increased by virtue of the storage 
releases. These are the McNary on the Columbia River, which I under 
stand will be in full operation this year or at least in partial opera- 
tion; The Dalles, currently under construction ; and Bonneville, which 
has been in operation for a number of years. 

The combined head of those three dams is 225 feet. 

In addition, there has been authorized five additional dams. These 
are the Lower Granite on the Snake River, the Little Goose on Snake 
River, the Lower Monumental on Snake River, Ice Harbor on Snake 
River, and the John Day on the Columbia River. These dams have 
been authorized but not yet constructed. When constructed, however, 
the total power head of the authorized and existing dams will be 687 
feet. 

Then in addition there are some undeveloped heads and a number 
of possibilities have been studied immediately downstream from the 
Hells Canyon dam site. There is a gross head of over 700 feet between 
the tailrace of the Hells Canyon dam site and the back water of Lower 
Granite site. 

A number of potentials have been studied, and at some future date, 
if and when additional sites are developed, they would likewise benefit 
from storage releases from Hells Canyon. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Riter, is it not true that any dam con 
structed in the upper Columbia River Basin upstream from Lewiston 
would have virtually the same effect in firming power downstream as 
you have outlined for Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. River. Oh, yes. Senator, all the reservoirs in the system are 
contemplated to be operated on a system basis. For example, I think 
the Corps of Engineers have been studying reservoirs on the Clear 
water. I think Bruces Eddy is one, and Penny Cliffs is another one. 
They will operate the same way. 

Senator Dworsuak. But any dam which would impound betwen 
and 4 million acre-feet of storage would have a comparal lee t 
downstream in the firming of power ? 


Mr. Rrrer. Oh, yes. 
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Senator Dworsuak. So while what you have said apples specifi- 
cally to Hells Canyon, it would apply likewise to any comparable 
project in the upper basin / 

Mr. Rrrer. Oh, yes, sir. Looking ahead to the future, that is what 
the planners are planning on. All these reservoirs will be operated 
together. 

Senator Nevspercer. These are not plans as a substitute for Hells 
Canyon, are they? They can be operated in coordination with Hells 
Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. That is the plan as I understand it. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that why Hells Canyon should take pre- 
cedence and be built first ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. That is up tothe wisdom of this committee. 

Senator Dworsuak. There is no economic feasibility advantage in 
that particular point. While all the dams ultimately would coordi- 
nate the full development of the Columbia River Basin, there is no 
particular reason why Hells Canyon should be the first project to be 
used for firming up power generation downstream / 

Mr. Rirrer. My studies don’t show that. 

Senator Dworsuak. I presume that they do not. 

Mr. Rrrer. I have assumed that there is going to be a market for 
all the power which is produced as fast as we can produce it, That 
is axiomatic in talking about the Northwest. It is just a question, 
then, in the judgment of this committee, after listening to all the fact 
which should come first, what is the order of procedure. 

Senator Dworsuak. And the Congress. 

Mr. Rrrer. I said this committee and the Congress, yes. 

Senator Neusercer. One question along the line of Senator Dwor- 
shak’s. Would there be any Hells Canyon Dam at all, though, if the 
Idaho Power Co. were authorized to develop its plan ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. The Idaho Power Co. plan has a low dam at Hells Can 
yon. That is an alternative plan for the same reach of the river. 

Senator Neuspercer. But there would be no high dam at Hells Can- 
yon if the Idaho Power Co. were authorized to proceed with its 
project. 

Mr. Rrrer. No. 

Senator Jackson. There isa slight conflict. 

Mr. Rrrer. They cover the same reach of the river, Senator. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is there not any storage in the low-head dam ? 

Mr. Rrrer. There is some, but it is primarily dead storage. Under 
the plan of the Idaho Power, the regulated storage would be at Brown- 
lee, which is the uppermost reservoir. <As I recall their plan, they 
contemplate a million acre-feet of live storage capacity at Brownlee. 
Then they contemplate only pondage at the ¢ )xbow site. 

Senator Dworsnak. How much is there in John Day ? 

Mr. Rirer. John Day is pondage. 

Senator Neupercer. It is nota storage dam. 

Senator Dworsuak. We hear a lot about John Day. It does not 
have any storage, and this insignificant, low-head dam proposed to 
be built at Oxbow by Idaho Power has a million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Rrrer. No, Brownlee. A million live capacity. 

Senator Dworsnak. It has a million more stor age than John Day? 

Mr. Rrrer. Under the plan of the Corps of Engineers for John Day, 
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I believe they contemplated providing some superstorage only for 
flood control. 

Senator Dworsuak. In other words, John Day would be valueless 
insofar as firming downstream generation of power ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Riter, is it not true that these dams all have 
different functions 4 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. May I finish this point, Senator Neuberger / 

Just because a dam may or may not have storage does not prove 
anything. It is in relation to other dams where storage becomes im- 
portant. Is that not correct 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator JacKsON. So you can get in the aggregate the maximum 
utilization of the water for the multiple purposes of navigation, flood 
control, and power. Is that not the engineering objective in all these 
undertakings ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. We plan to use storage where we can get 
it. and then use that to the best advantage. 

Senator Jackson. The three Idaho Power Co. dams, the private 
power company proposal, will make available, storagewise, « little 
over a million acre-feet. The proposal of the high dam would involve 

little over 4 million acre-feet. Is that approximately correct, from 
the engineering standpoint ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. If you are speaking of active capacity, the Brownlee a as 
a million ae re-feet active ¢ apacity, the high Hells Canyon has 3.880.00 
feet of active capacity, and we have dead storage in both of those. 

Senator Jackson. I am speaking of both dead and active. 

Mr. Rrrer. The Brownlee has more than that. I do not recall the 
exact relationship now of the dead storage at Brownlee, but the active 
isamillion. I remember that figure. 

Senator Jackson. It is a matter of engineering. You can supply 
that for the record. I am not asking you which is which, but we 
ought to be able to get some engineering facts that are far removed 
from policy questions. 

Senator DworsHak. I did not want to inject that, and I apologize if 
I did, Mr. Chairman. I realize Mr. Riter is not charged with the re 
sponsibility of determining the priority of the construction of these 
various dams. The question which appealed to me was that while I 
can very vividly appreciate why the downstream States could get some 
direct benefit from Hells Canyon, I am just wondering what benefits 
we would get in the upper basin from the construction of John Day 
Dam. Could you see any / 

Mr. River. Only as the »y are all tied in. 

Senator Dworsuak. I did not say that. I said, “What direct bene- 
fits acerue to the upper’ basin from the construction of John Day? 
Do you see any 2” 

Mr. Rrrer. I should think the major benefits would be to the people 
in the area who are going to use the power. 

Senator Jackson. A question has been asked, “What benefit?” Is 
it not a fact that Idaho, if it would like to participate in the Bonne- 
ville power system, can participate in it whenever they want to join 
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in and ask for transmission lines into that area? That is just a matter 
of engineering. 

Senator Dworsnak. How can we participate when there is a brown- 
out in the lower basin States ? 

Senator Jackson. IT just make this comment. I have a vivid recol- 
lection—having served in the House Interior and Appropriations 
Committees—of when the transmission-line proposals into Oregon and 
on over to Idaho have been rather vociferously opposed; and any time 
they want to get the power over there, whatever power, they have an 
equal right to it under the preference and priority clause 

Senator Dworsnaxk. At the time it was apparent that the sole ob- 
jective was to get some power gene rated in Idaho to put in the pool to 
relieve the shortage downstream. 

Senator Jackson. I would say that under the preference and prior- 
ity clause, whatever preference customers you have over there, they 
have equal right to that power. 

Senator Dworsnak. They are already getting all they want, gen- 
erally. 

Senator Jackson. Then there is no question, if Idaho customers 
have all the power they want. 

Senator DworsnaKk. Currently that may be true, but we cannot 
foresee what the future has in store. 

Senator Nevnercer. Senator Dworshak referred to the brownout of 
power in our area, which is true. We have the highest consumption 
per capita of kilowatt-hours of any place in the United States, and the 
lowest wholesale rates of any place in the United States. We have vast 
use of power because of the low rates made available by the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 

Concerning the benefits of John Day to Idaho, is it not true, Mr. 
Riter, that the Army engineers envision a master plan for navigation 
of pools on the lower Columbia which would enable ocean commerce 
to go all the way up in big barges and diesel tugs to Lewiston, Idaho, 
with very low-cost transportation ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I do not pretend to be an expert on navigation, Senator, 
I am sorry. I have understood that there will be a witness from the 
Corps of Engineers to testify on those things. 

Senator Anperson. Is that not a question properly for the Corps of 
Engineers ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. I ask that because Senator Welker raised the 
question of navigation originally. 

Senator Anperson. I am not complaining about it. I say, you just 
make a note of it and let’s get the answer from the Corps of Engineers. 

Go ahead, Mr. Riter. 

Mr. Rrrer. As I exp: lined to Senator Watkins. I t hink, it, is con- 
te mpl ated that the Hells Canyon Reservoir would be oper ated as a co- 
ordinated unit of the Colum bia River power system. At the present 
time, the critical period which determines the prime power of that 

stem is the 8-month period from September 1936 to April 1937. 
tins r, as I envision the Columbia River power system, it will not 
remain static. It will grow. Detailed operation studies made by the 
Corps of Engineers, the Bonneville Power Administration, the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, and other agencies, have shown that as the power 
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system grows by the addition of major reservoirs and additional 
powerplants, the length of the critical period, which determines sys 
tem prime power output, will increase and at some future date will 
extend over a 42-month period from September 1928 to February 1932 

So in estimating the power output available, I have taken into 
account the progressive increase in the length of the critical period 
which determines prime power, and I have also taken into account 
various conditions regarding downstream powerplants in the system. 

So in the table at the top of page 10, table 3, I have shown two 
streamflow conditions, (1) historic streamflows, and (2) using the 
streamflows for the 1985 level of development. I quote figures for the 
1985 level of development. They show that with the 8-month critical 
period and with only the existing 3 downstream plants—that is, 
McNary, John Day, and Bonneville—the increase in system prime 
power output by a high Hells Canyon Dam would be 839,000 kilo- 
wats. That is prime power. If all the authorized projects—the five 
additional projects which are authorized but not constructed—are 
built, that contribution by the Hells Canyon Dam would be 1,108,000 
kilowatts. 

Understand, in that connection, that our friends at Bonneville 
have conducted detailed studies and got a figure of 1,122,000 kilo- 
watts. I do not take exception ot their figure. My figure is close 
enough. 

Senator Jackson. What page are you on now, sir? 

Mr. Rrrer. Page 10, sir. 

When the system has grown to the point where we have a multiple 
season so we do get an opportunity to do a little refilling in a year 
such as 1929 or 1930, and a little bit in 1931, and assuming that the 
8 authorized plants downstream had all been constructed, then 
I find the contribution to system prime power would be 911,000 kilo- 
watts. 

When we reach the 42-month period where the Hells Canyon stor- 
age would be used only once over a 42-month period, then the amount 
of prime power which would be added to the system through the oper- 
ation of the Hells Canyon high dam would be 679,000 kilowatts. 

So considering these figures, I have estimated that over a 50-year 
amortization period, the average increase in system prime power will 
be 900,000 kilowatts. 

Then of course I have made a shortcut financial analysis using 
amortization factors shown on page 12. After deducting a nonreim- 
bursable allocation for flood control, navigation, and recreation, and 
allowing for interest during construction, allowing for operation and 
maintenance, interest, and amortization, assuming that is a 50-year 
amortization with interest at 214 percent, I find an at-site cost of 
$14.347.000. 

One of the peculiarities of the high Hells Canyon Dam is that dur- 
ing the extreme drawdown we are unable to maintain output capacity 
of 800,000 kilowatts at the machines. So in studying this on an incre- 
mental basis, we find in making a financial study on this particular 
method of analysis, we have to add an estimate for the cost of addi- 
tional units at other plants in the system. Part of these plants would 
be used to physically utilize the water. Part of them would be used 
to maintain system output capacity during periods of extreme draw- 
down. 
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[ have estimated that we would need 700,000 additional kilowatts 
at downstream plants, and I have estimated their annual cost at 
$2,932,000, making a total annual cost of generation of $17,279,000. 

Then comparing that with the prime power added to the system of 
900,000 kilowatts, I get a unit cost of system prime power of $19.20. 

Then converting that to kilowatt-hours, it is 2.2 mills per kilowatt- 
hour at the powerplant. I took the $19.20 and divided by 8,760. 

[In estimating transmission costs, I have used factors which I have 
secured from the San Francisco oftice of the Federal Power Commis 
sion. They estimate it would cost $7 per kilowatt of installation, and 
there would be a 10 percent loss on peak, 7 percent loss on energy. 
Allowing for those factors, the cost of power delivered to load centers 
would be 3.79 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Jackson. How does that compare with other Bureau proj- 
ects ¢ 

Mr. Rirer. I would say it is favorabl 

Senator Jackson. Asa matter of fact. is it not much lower / 

Mr. Rirer. The comparable figure 

Senator Jackson. I mean new projects. 

Mr. Rrrer. On the ones recently authorized by this committee and, 
I think, the Senate, the U pper ¢ ‘olorado River, as I remember that 
figure it is6 mills per kilowatt-hour at load center 

Senator Jackson. It is about half. 

Mr. Rrrer. Six mills against 3.79. 

Senator DworsHak. Do vou know what it is at John Day ? 

Mr. Rrrer. No, sir; I do not have the figures on John Day. T am 
SOIry. 

Senator Neusercer. About 6 mills, is it not? 

Mr. Rirer. Around 6 mills, ves, sir. I understand that this repre- 
sents the average unit price to be received for energy delivered to load 
centers from the Colorado River Storage Project. 

I have analyzed this also by another method. In dealing with engi- 
neers, some of them do not exactly like this prime power method. 
They take the position that all the hydroelectric plant would give you 
is peak kilowatts and kilowatt-hours. I have tried to analyze it on 
that basis, evaluating the salable energy. 

The table on page 16 shows that, using 20-year average figures which 
I have previously quoted from table 1, and then allowing for regula- 
tion, I get the salable generation at-site, plus the increase downstream 
assuming that the eight presently authorized plants would be built. 
With present flows, the salable generation would be 6,550,000,000 kilo- 
watt-hours, and then that would decrease with upstream irrigation ; so 
that by the time we get the future flows as envisioned by the task force 
of the Columbia Basin Inte ‘ragency Committee, it would be 5,- 
80,000,000. So on that basis, I have said that the average in a 50-year 
per iod would be 5,850,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

On this method of operation, I believe that we can justify the 
ninth power unit. The reason for that is that we would need that 
adequately to load factor this salable output. So we would have a 
plant installation of 900,000 kilowatts, and that would increase our 
construction cost by $8.150.000. 

Senator Jackson. For the ninth unit ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes. 
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Senator Jackson. So you have a situation where you would have 
a total installed capacity of about 900,000 kilowatts contributing 
lownstream with all the others, with all of the dams in, another 
100,000 on an average over a period of 50 years ? 

Mr. Rrrer. The load downstream wouldn't be that much. 

Senator Jackson. I thought you said the contribution was 900,000 
kilowatts. 

Mr. Rrrer. Oh, no. That is the firm power. That includes both. 
hat is both at-site and downstream on the prime power method. 

Senator Jackson. You mean the total? What is the installed gen- 
rating capacity t 

Mr. Rrrer. Downstream / 

Senator Jackson. No, at the dam; installed generating capacity. 
Kight hundred thousand kilowatts ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Eight hundred thousand under one method. For this 
other method, where I am using the dependable capacity salable 
energy method, the method my friends in the Federal Power Commis- 
sion prefer, I find that we can justify 900,000 kilowatts at Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Senator Jackson. At the site / 

Mr. Rrrer. At the site: yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. What does it contribute in the way of firm power 
downstream ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. In the way of energy under this method of analysis—I 
am only figuring the energy—with present flows it would be 
300,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Senator Jackson. What about, let us say, kilowatt-years, so we can 
get down to smaller figures. 

Mr. Rirer. With 1985 flows it would be 1,250,000, and with future 
flows it would be 670,000. I would have to add those up and strike 
inaverage. 

Senator Jackson. Approximately. You can revise it. 

Mr. Rrrer. It would be approximately 1,100,000 kilowatt-hours 
es over 9 months. That would be about 170,000 kilowatts. 

Under this method of analysis, since we do not take credit for down- 
stream capacity, but just downstream energy, the costs are compared 
only with the at-site costs. Then to have power values, the San 
Francisco office of the Federal Power Commission have given me some 
values which indicate that the future power in the Northwest would 
be worth $16.50 per kilowatt of dependable capacity. 

Senator Jackson. What do you mean by the going rate ? 

Mr. Rrrer. That is the future rate, consideri ing ‘the plants remain- 
ing to be built and considering possible steam capacity, what they set 
up to measure the value of the power. The salable energy is worth 
34 mills per kilowatt-hour at the load center. 

Then reducing those back‘to values at the powerplant, using the 
Federal Power Commission estimate of $7 per kilowatt installed ca- 
pacity for transmission and 10 percent loss on peak, you get an at- 
site value of $7.85 per kilowatt-year of dependable capacity, and 3.11 
mills per kilowatt-hour of salable energy. 

Then applying those values to the 900,000 kilowatts of dependable 
capacity—and under this particular operation summarized on page 
17, the Hells Canyon Dam would be operated so that capacity would 
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not be impaired—we find that we have an annual at-site value of 
power of $25,259,000, compared with an at-site cost of $14,909,000 or a 
ratio at the powerplant of value to cost of 1.69 to 1.00. 

In terms of kilowatt-hours at-site, this is equivalent to 2.55 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. That is averaging the entire salable output. 

Then by the time you add transmission, the at-load center cost would 
be 3.90 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

For comparison, there are presented here two different methods of 
analysis. One of them gave 2.2 mills at-site and 3.79 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour at load center. 

This other method 

Senator Jackson. One is the Federal Power Commission formula, 
and the other is the standard Bureau or Corps of Engineers formula? 

Mr. River. That is the method in vogue in the Northwest. 

Senator Anperson, The 2.2 jumps to 3.79. What are these figures ? 

Mr. Rrrer. The 2.55 jumps to 3.90 at load center. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dworsnak. Just one question, Mr. Riter. You say the 
ratio of value to cost is 1.69 to 1. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir 

Senator DworsHak. Do you have the comparable figure for Grand 
Coulee ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. No, sir, I am sorry, I do not have that. 

Senator DworsHak. That isa Bureau dam. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes,I know. It is built and in operation. The planners 
do not follow up on them. 

Senator Anperson. Would you supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes. I could prob: ibly work one out. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

(Mr. Riter failed to find the benefit-cost ratio for the Grand Coulee 
dam and powerplant in any Bureau reports. From data on costs and 
output in recent years he estimates that using the unit power values 
shown in table 6 of his statement would result in a ratio of at least 
4to 1.) 

Senator Neusercer. If Mr. Riter does provide that for Grand 
Coulee, I wonder if we could have it for other authorized or advo- 
cated Bureau dams so we could have a comparison with those planned 
under construction costs of today rather than construction costs of 
1935 

Senator Jackson. 1933 

Senator ANpERSON. You do not want all the advocated ones, do 
you? There are probably 200 advoe ated around the country. 

Senator Neupercer. Let us say the major ones. 

Senator Anperson. Very well, if you can supply us some additional 
information. 


Ratio of 


Project proposal benefits to costs 
Glen Canyon unit, Colorado River storage project___--_.-__-----~_~ 1.74 to 1 
Echo Park unit, Colorado River storage project ae ; mins Tahar 1.40 to J 
Cross Mountain unit, Colorado River storage project_____.___.___.______ 1.67 to 1 
Flaming Gorge unit, Colorado River storage project_._______.__.___-____ 1.42 to 1 
Fryingpan-Arkansas project, Colorado - 1.50 to 1 


Senator Jackson. We can say this for the record, to clarify it on 
Grand Coulee: It is probably the lowest cost dam ever constructed in 
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this country or any other place. It was constructed in the depths of 
the depression. It was in all probability the most ideal site that could 
ve located for a multiple-purpose dam any place in the United States. 

Senator Neusercer. Don’t forget the utility company tried to pre- 
ent its construction, too. 

Senator Jackson. Is that not roughly correct ¢ 

Mr. Rirer. It is a very favorable dam, and it serves multiple pur 
poses there. 

Senator Jackson. It cost about $180 million to produce 2 million 
kilowatts of power. It isa pretty cheap dam, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do you have anything further, Mr. Riter. 

Mr. Rrrer. The Secretary of the Interior was asked by letter from 
Chairman Anderson to furnish certain information with respect to 
estimates of potential increased generation at downstream power 
sites, assuming coordinated operation of storage in the Hells Canyon 
reach of the Snake River. Based on 1985 level of upstream Snake 
River irrigation development, I was asked to make the calculations 
und report my estimates to the committee. 

[ am therefore submitting for inclusion in the record this table 
which gives our estimates of the downstream benefits available under 
various proposed plans of development of the Hells Canyon reach 
of the river and of the lower reach between Hells Canyon site and 
Lewiston. ; 

This table indicates that assuming the downstream development 
nvolving Nez Perce High Dam, Asotin High Dam, and Clarkston, 
Hells Canyon Dam storage would contribute 290,000 more kilowatts 
of prime power at these downstream sites than Brownlee storage using 
an 8-month critical period, and 149,000 more kilowatts of prime power 
using a later 31-month critieal period. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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Senator Anprerson. I would like to know what we want to do, if 
there are no further questions. Mr. Ostrander, how long is your 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. Fifteen or twenty minutes, I think, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Crandall ¢ 
Mr. Cranpatu. My statement, with questions, perhaps 10 minutes. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Anperson. Your complete statement may be included in 
the record at this point, Mr. Riter. 

(Mr. Riter’s prepared statement follows :) 


ESTIMATE OF POWER PRODUCTION AND COSTS OF GENERATION—-HIGH HELLS CANYON 
DAM 


By J. R. Riter, Chief Development Engineer Commissioner’s Office, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Denver, Colo.) 


The purpose of this statement is to present estimates of power production 
ind costs of generation for the high Hells Canyon Dam located on the Snake 
River downstream from Weiser, Idaho. The Hells Canyon Dam would create 
a maximum power head of 602 feet, a total storage capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet, 
and an ultimate powerplant capacity of 900,000 kilowatt. The cost estimates 
presented by Mr. Hoisington are for a powerplant of 800,000-kilowatt capacity 
with space to permit the future installation of a ninth unit. The reservoir 
would be operated for the multiple purposes of flood control, navigation, and 
power development. The operations of the project would be coordinated with 
other developments within the Columbia River Basin. 


STREAMFLOW 

The Snake River has been measured at Oxbow (located 28 miles upstream 
from the Hells Canyon Dam site) since 1923 and at Weiser, Idaho (located 95 
iniles upstream from the Hells Canyon Dam site), since October 1910. The fol- 
lowing table shows the historic flows of the Snake River at the Hells Canyon 
Dam site and the estimated depleted flows for three levels of upstream irriga- 
tion development : 

(1) Present (1948) level of development as determined in 1951 by the techni 
cal subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. 

(2) Irrigation anticipated by 1985 A. D. as estimated by J. R. Riter in 1953, 

(3) Future irrigation development as envisioned in May 1951 by the technical] 
subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. 
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TABLE 1.—Discharges, Snake River at Hells Canyon Dam site 








1.000 acre-feet) 
Estimated depleted flows? Estimated depleted flows? 
Year endir Histor Year ending Historic 
Sept. 30 flows Present 1985 Future Sept. 30 flows! |Present 1985 Future 
1948 j4 | devel 1948 | level 4 develop- 
level ' pment level 3 | *€V! ment 3 
1911 16, 804 936 11,747 | 10,919 | 10, 157 8, 169 
1912 17, 600 1937 9, O58 &, 964 8, 607 6, 852 
1913 17, 000 938 15, 512 13, 627 12, 849 10, 891 
1914 17, 000 1939 10, 671 11, 788 9, 743 9, 101 
1915 10, 900 1940 10, 981 10, 676 10, 205 8, 443 
1916 17, 900 941 11, 008 10, 956 10, 260 8, 376 
1917 18, 900 1942 13, 156 12, 251 11, 784 9, 679 
1918 15, 300 1943 19,750 18, 831 16, 340 15, 742 
1919 12, 800 944 11, 272 1,377 9, 634 9, 165 
1920 11, 200 1945 12, 424 11,808 | 10, 207 9, 180 
1921 19, 200 946 15, 945 16, 51¢ 13, 196 14, 173 
1922 16, 200 947 13,194 | 13,275 | 11, 201 10, 851 
1923 13, 400 1948 13, 455 3, 284 11, 325 10, 912 
1924 9, 420) 1949 12, 900 
1925 15, 000 1950 14, 104 
1926 10, 300 951 16, 490 
1927 15, 500 1952 20, 427 
1928 17, 200 953 13, 861 
1929 11, 368 11, 033 », 012 8, 724 Average 20 | 
1930 9, 794 9, 605 & 475 7, 331 years, 1929- 
1931 &, O81 8, 297 ROM 6, 218 48 11, 829 11, 524 10, 298 9, O89 
1932 11,948 | 10, 244 9, 505 7, 483 Average 43 
1933 10, 510 10, O80 9, 624 7.811 years, 1911- 
1934 8, 197 8, 521 &, 170 6, 658 53 13, 630 ina 
1935 &, 512 8, 433 7, 865 6, 022 
1 1924 to 1952, inclusive, from Water Supply Papers of U. 8S. Geological Survey, Snake River at Oxbow, 
Oreg. 1911 to 1923 estimated from USGS records of Snake River at Weiser, Idaho. 
? Estimated only for 20 years, 1929 to 1948, inclusiv 


a 
3 From May 1951 Report on Snake River Streamflow Depletions by Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Com- 
mittee, Technical Subcommittee for Operating Plan 

* Estimate by J. R. Riter. Method discussed on pages 2 to 16, inclusive, of Exhibit 186 in Federal Power 
Commission hearings on projects 1971, 2132, and 2133. 





UPSTREAM IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


The streamflows as recorded have been influenced by upstream developments 
for irrigation and the operation of storage reservoirs on the Snake River and its 
tributaries. The area irrigated in the Snake River Basin above the Hells Canyon 
Dam site has increased from 1,400,000 acres in 1910 to 2,610,000 acres in 1948. 
Since 1948, there have been some increases in the irrigated area, both from the 
use of surface streams and by pumping from ground water. In the period, 1910 
to 1948, active storage capacity upstream from Hells Canyon Dam site in- 
credsed from 1,600,000 acre-feet in 1910 to 7,300,000 acre-feet in 1948. The 
Lucky Peak Reservoir with an active capacity of 280,000 acre-feet has since 
been completed on the Boise River, and the Palisades Reservoir with an active 
storage capacity of 1,200,000 acre-feet is now under construction on the Snake 
River above Idaho Falls, Idaho. The streamflows are influenced also by the 
operations of an undetermined capacity of underground storage beneath the 
Snake River plains in Iidaho. 

For the 1985 level of development, it is estimated that the irrigated area will 
increase to a total of about 3,250,000 acres. The future development envisioned 
by the CBIAC contemplate that the irrigated area above the Hells Canyon Dam 
site will increase to 3,806,000 acres. It is possible that the depletion represented 
by such future development may be attained by the end of the repayment period 
for a Hells Canyon development. 

MAJOR FEDERAL POWER SYSTEM IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 

Table 2 summarizes data pertaining to major Federal power developments 
within the Columbia River Basin. It is anticipated that the operations of the 
Hells Canyon development will be coordinated with these and future plants to 
be built within the Columbia River Basin to attain the maximum practical 
amount of system power output. 
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TABLE 2.—Major Federal power developments within Columbia River Basin 


Live 
A verage tora 
Nan Rive head 1,000 Status! 
feet acre- 
feet 
Hungry Horst South Fork, Flathead 426) 2 980 oO 
Libl Kootenai 290 5, O10 A 
Albeni Falls Pend Oreille 22 1,153 co 
Grand ¢ pulec Columbia 314 5 118 oO 
Chief Joseph : ao 169 ( Co 
Pr t Rapids do 146 (2) A 
Lo Granite 5 Snak SI (? A 
Litt (7 00S ao QU A 
Lower Monumental do 92 ( A 
I Hart ao YS A 
M Columbia &3 CoO 
J 1 0 04 A 
all do 85 ( Cc 
Bon | ao 5 0 
otal 2 054 14. 261 
1 A=Authorized but not constructed; C = Under construction; O = Operating 
Pondage 
Can utilize storage releases from Hells Canyon Reservoir sits 


OPERATION OF HELLS CANYON RESERVOIR 


A study of the possible power output at the sites listed in table 2 shows: 
1. An abundance of power in the flood season of each year, and 
2. A critical low period in the fall and winter season. 

In view of this situation, it is contemplated that the power output of the Hells 
Canyon development will be concentrated in the fall and winter months, with 
the output at the site held to a minimum during the flood season on the Colum- 
bia River to assist in refilling of the live storage capacity. The Hells Canyon de- 
velopment will be coordinated in operation with the other units of the Federal 
system to secure maximum system benefits for flood control and prime power out 
put. The release of storage will be governed by system requirements for these 
purposes. It is anticipated also that use will be made of runoff forecasts early 
in the spring to secure optimum use of system storage and power production 
capability. 

A review of system operation studies heretofore made by the Corps of Bn- 
gineers, the Bonneville Power Administration, the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
other agencies, indicates that with present developments (operating and under 
construction) within the Columbia River Basin, the critical storage drawdown 
season which determines system prime power output is the 8-month period, 
September 1936 to April 1937, inclusive. As the power system is expanded by 
the addition of other major storage and power units to meet increasing power 
needs, the length of the critical period which determines system prime power 
capability will. increase to require storage releases over several seasons. At 
some future time, the storage release period will extend through the 42 months, 
September 1928 to February 1932, inclusive. The operation plan for the Hells 
Canyon development will need be modified, from time to time, in the future to 
permit the development to best be coordinated with the power system. 

Storage released from the Hells Canyon Reservoir during the low water season 
will increase the streamflow and hence the power output at downstream sites 
along the Snake River and lower Columbia River. The amount of such dawn 
Stream power head which can thus utilize storage releases from the Hells Canyon 
development varies with the stage of development as follows: 

1. Existing (operating and under construction) downstream developments, 
223 feet. 

2. Existing and authorized downstream developments, 687 feet. 

3. Existing, authorized, and future potential developments, about 1,350 feet. 
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POWER OUTPUT 


Che power output has been estimated on two basic assumptions: 
1. Hells Canyon will be operated as a unit of the system to produce maximum 
system prime power output (1 kilowatt system prime power equals 8,760 kilowatt- 
hours per year). 

2. Hells Canyon will be operated to produce the maximum amount of sale- 
able energy without impairing the at-site dependable capacity. 


PRIME POWER PRODUCTION 


These studies have been n 





ade only on the basis of stream flow (table 1) for 
the historic flows and the 1985 level of irrigation development. Various assump- 
tions were made regarding the length of critical period which determines the 
system prime power output and the amount of downstream head developed. 
The results of the studies are summarized in table 3. 


TABLE 3.—Estimate of prime power added to system by Helis Canyon 
development 


1,000 kilowatts] 








l tream flows with 
Using histo tream flow 1985 level of develo; 
ment 
h of al pe d 
Prodve- | Increase Produc- | Increass 
tion at down- otal tion at down- Total 
te stream site strean 
® months 136-37 681 129 810 710 1129 839 
681 398 1. 079 710 2 398 1, 108 
31 months (nonfloed isons 1928-32 705 257 962 654 2 257 911 
12 months (September 1928 to February 1932, 
iclusi ve 585 145 730 534 145 679 
n power head 223 feet (existing downstream developments 
1 power head 687 feet (existing and authorized downstream developments 
) t power head 1,350 feet (existing, authorized, and potential downstream development 


rom the date contained in the preceding table, it is estimated that the average 
amount of prime power added to the system by Hells Canyon during a 50-year 
amortization period would be about 900,000 kilowatts. This figure is based on 
the contribution of Hells Canyon development during critical periods which 
determine system prime power output. 


UNIT COST OF PRIME POWER PRODUCTION 


The estimated construction cost (April 1955 prices) of the Hells Canyon Dam, 
Reservoir, and powerplant (800,000 kilowatts) is $353,140,000. From advance 
information secured from the Corps of Engineers on their recent review of flood 
control and navigation benefits, it is tentatively estimated that nonreimbursable 
allocations of approximately $48 million would be justified for the Hells Canyon 
development. 

Table 4 presents the results of a short-cut financial study to determine the 
average cost of generation of prime power added to the system by the Hells 
Canyon development. 
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TABLE 4 


Lrmount 





Estimated coustruction cost S353, 740, OOO 
Interest during construction °. cies 26, 530, 000 
Total investment 380, 270, 000 
Nonreimbursable allocation__ 48, OOO, OOO 
Allocation to power ‘ 332, 270, OOO 


tynual cost of generation: 


Interest and amortization * 11, 716, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and replacements 2, 631, 000 
Subtotal at site 14, 347, 000 
Installations at other plants in system * 2, 932, 000 
Total annual cost of generation iv 17, 279, 000 
Prime power added to system, kilowatts 900, 000 
Unit cost of prime power added to system, dollars per kilowatt : 19. 20 
fi-vear construction period assumed ; interest rate 2% percent 
0.03526 times allocation to power (50-year amortization period with interest at 2% 


This item represents the annual cost (interest 2% percent, amortization in 50 years, 
peration, maintenance, and replacements) of units (700,000 kilowatts) added to othe 
major plants in the system to permit load factor of the added system prime power output 
considering the reduced capability at the Hells Canyon plant at extreme drawdown i 
critical periods. Estimates based on preliminary cost data secured from the Corps of 


Engineers 


Assuming annual transmission costs of $7 per kilowatt of installation, 75 
percent system load factor, transmission losses of 10 percent at peak and 7 per 
cent average between the powerplant and load centers, and a diversity factor 
of 1.05, the equivalent annual cost at load centers of the indicated increased 
ystem prime power output would be computed as follows : 


Prime power generation, 900,000 kilowatts 


Salable power at load centers (75 percent load factor, 1.05 diversity, and 10 
percent loss), 1,154,000 kilowatts 

Firm energy at load centers (7 percent transmission loss in energy), 7,332 million 
kilowatt-hours 

Annual cost of transmission ($71,500,000) ___- ; $10, 500, 000 

\nnual cost of generation (table 4) 17, 300, 000 


Total annual cost . i ee ee 27, 800, 000 


UNITS COSTS AT LOAD CENTERS 


Per kilowatt increase salable power, $24.50 
Per kilowatt-hour increased energy, 3.79 mills 

Norr.—Part of the indicated increased system energy will be generated at other 
plants in the power system. 


VALUATION OF HELLS CANYON POWER OUTPUT BY USE OF DEPENDABLE CAPACITY AND 
AVERAGE ANNUAL SALABLE GENERATION 


In recent years, in an attempt to envision the value of potential hydroelectric 
developments when integrated into a system which involves substantial amounts 
of steam-generated energy as well as hydroelectric energy, there has been utilized 
a method of analysis which compares the at-site power costs with the projected 
future value of power in the Northwest power system. The following procedures 
are used in this method of evaluation : 

(a) Determine the average at-site salable energy generation and the increased 
energy generation by use of project storage at downstream sites. For the Colum- 
bia system, the output during the 9 months of August to April, inclusive, is con- 
sidered to be salable. 

(b) Determine the dependable capacity by application of a 75 percent jioad 
factor to the at-site salable generation described in (a). However, such depend- 
able capacity should not be greater than the installed capacity at the site. 

(c) Evaluate (a) and (b) by use of future power values projected by the 
Federal Power Commission for hydroelectric power in the Northwest. These 
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values (at load centers) are $16.50 per kilowatt-year of dependable capacity and 
3.64 mills per kilowatt-hour of salable energy. With allowances for estimated 
transmission losses and transmission costs, the estimated at-power-site values 
become $7.85 per kilowatt-year of dependable capacity and 3.11 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour of energy. 

(d) Compare the annual at-site power values determined in (c) with the 
annual at-site power costs 

The method outlined herein has been applied to the Hells Canyon development, 
using reconnaissance estimates of average annual generation for the 20-year 
period, 1929 to 1948, inclusive. In the application of this method, it was assumed 
that all of the authorized downstream power developments shown in table 2 
would be completed. The studies indicated the need for installation of the ninth 
unit at the Hells Canyon power site. Addition of this unit is estimated to in- 
erease the project construction cost at Hells Canyon by $8,150,000 and to increase 
the annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs by $253,000. With the 
ninth unit added, the output capacity at Hells Canyon would be 900,000 kilowatts 

Table 5 presents the estimates of average annual generation for various levels 
of upstream irrigation development. Table 6 compares the estimated value of 
the power output with the annual costs of generation. 


TABLE 5 


| 
Iten With present With 1985 With future 
— flows flows flows 
| | 
Leinart 
20 ir average fl 1,000 ac f 11, 524 10, 298 9, O89 
Average annual storage drawdown, 1,000 acre-feet ? 2, 280 2, 193 1,174 
Aver : ! ratior 
A May >It , inclusivy illion kilowatt- 
hours 340 320 200 
At e August April llion kilowat 
h ‘ 5, 230 4, 700 4,410 
Increa wnstream, million kilowatt-hours § 1, 300 1, 250 670 
Salable generation, million kilowatt-hours * 6, 530 5 950 5, O80 
Dependab!l ipa y, kilowatt 900, 000 900, 000 900, 000 
} tal 
2 Maximum permissible drawdown 2,600,000 acre-feet to avoid impairment of dependable capacity at 
Hells Car n pow int 
Generatior this period assumed to be nonsalable, since it occurs at a time when there is generally a 
lar v¢ irpl f YT V ne t 
4 Assur it ( labl 
’ By ust Hells Canyon storage through existing and authorized downstream units (total downstream 
hea feet 
6 Sur f at-site in August to April period and increase downstream 
NOTE From tt tudies summarized in table 5, it is estimated that the average salable generation will 
be about 5.85 illion kilowatt-hours annually. 
TABLE 6 
Amount 
Estimated construction cost’ z ___ $361, 890, 000 
Interest during construction * : ea 27, 140, 000 
Total investment ‘ ne ee 
Nonreimbursable allocation . sil te Rd aa he $48, 000, 000 
Allocation to power , a eile hecitaalai li $341, 0380, 000 
Installation at site, kilowatts ae ‘ , nile stadia 900, 000 
Average salable generation,” million kilowatt-hours__ pee 5, 850 


t{nnual at-site value of power: 
Dependable capacity *___ cia teipdijaetigl ds Sateen apc ieaeacicg anes $7, 065, 000 
Salable energy ‘ 18, 194, 000 





Total _- ah En nesnindtinn ste halabpanactihe cate balan we itpheind Milnes 25, 259, 000 
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tnnual at-site costs: 


Interest and amortization ‘ 2, O25, OOO 
Operation, maintenance and replacements 2, 884, 000 
Total : 14, 909, 000 
Ratio of value to costs___ aan ; ides itcoue Dt ta 


Estimate shown in table 4 increased by $8,150,000 for ninth power unit. 
1-year construction period assumed. Interest rate 24% percent. 

From studies summarized in table 5. 
Unit value $7.85 per kilowatt. 

Unit value 3.11 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
¢61, percent interest and 50-year amortization. 


Senator ANpERsON. Senator Morse, we should like to have any re 
marks you care to make at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE L. MORSE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
participate in the hearings on 8. 1533, which I introduced for myself 
and 29 other Senators, including Senator Anderson, Senator Jackson, 
aud Senator O’Mahoney of the subcommittee, as well as my colleague 
Senator Neuberger. 

It was my privilege to testify before this subcommittee in Portland 
on April 7. 

At this time I only point out to the subcommittee that the high 
Hells Canyon Dam is an indispensable part of the Army engineers 
main control plan for the Columbia River Basin. Its power produc 
tion will be substantial, 668,000 kilowatts at-site. 

High Hells Canyon storage of some 4 million acre-feet would also 
make possible prodigious amounts of additional power, about 436,000 
kilowatts, according to studies completed for the lower Snake Rivet 
and lower Columbia River. I understand that the subcommittee is 
seeking additional data on the additional downstream benelits in the 
Middle Snake area. 

Hells Canyon Dam would be an enormous aid to navigation and 
flood control. Its lakes and park area would give the American people 
a great new garden spot. The power revenues would be available for 
irrigation projects which Congress determines should participate in 
those funds. 

In summary, high Hells Canyon Dam would be a great boon to pri- 
vate enterprise in the Pacific Northwest. It would strengthen the 
industrial strength of the Nation. 

The dam and powerplant will cost, according to the latest figures, 
$556,810,000; transmission lines, $144,274,000; additional turbines 
and generators at downstream dams, $58,707,000—for a total of 
$559,791,000, in round numbers. It should be added that these items 
will pay for themselves during the payout period. Other projects on 
the Columbia River system have been repaying ahead of schedule. 
The subcommittee will probably receive detailed testimony on 
payout. 

In addition to paying its own way, Hells Canyon would create great 
new wealth in manufactured products, phosphate fertilizer, new farm 
products, and make possibie the use of products manufactured else 
where in the country. 

In short, it is an investment which would more than pay for itself. 

The sum of $357 million for the dam sounds like a great deal of 
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money, and it is. Let us compare it to some of the expenditures for 
nonproductive military items by the United States. As an example, 
a carrier of the Forrestal class is estimated to cost about $200 million. 
Its complement of planes costs about another $75 million. Aceording 
to recent testimony, the Air Force will require 2.4 billion dollars in 
the next year alone, merely to re place aircraft which ¢ rash or wear out. 

These few comparisons, Mr, Chairman and membe rs of the eommit- 
tee, tend to put the matter of the cost of Hells Canyon Dam into a dif 
ferent perspective. We can and must spend vast sums for military 
strength. We can and must invest in great multiple-purpose projects 
such as Hells Canyon Dam to maintain and expand our industrial 
strength and economic base. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to express my deep appreciation to 
the subcommitte for holding these hearings so that the facts about 
this great dam can be brought to the attention of the American peo- 
ple and the Congress of the United States. I am confident that once 
those facts are known in detail, the answer of the American people will 
be clear: Save this great last remaining multiple-purpose dam site, 
the greatest on this continent, for the benefit of future generations of 
American boys and girls. 

Senator ANperson. Thank you. 

At this time I want to refer to the fact that at the hearings at Boise, 
Senator Murray said various documentary materials would be includ- 
ed by reference in the record for the committee’s consideration in mak- 
ing its decision. I am going to submit for the record at this time the 
materials which are to be evaluated in arriving at the decision. They 
will include the various hearings which have been held on the Colum- 
bia River and other documents, and will be incorporated by reference. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

Material to be included by reference in the hearing record on 8. 1333, Senate 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs: 

I wish the record to show that this committee is including by reference as part 
of the material which will be evaluated in arriving at a decision on S. 1333, the 
following: 

The entire Federal Power Commission proceedings on Projects 1971, 2182, 
2133, Idaho Power Co., including applications, hearings, exhibits, briefs and 
other pertinent documents. 

For various items by reference included in the hearings above mentioned, see 
vol. 29, pp. 4531-33, Sept. 21, 1953. See attached list of additional items by refer- 
ence which was provided by the Federal Power Commission. 

Serial No. 20, hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
82d Congress, 2d session on H. R. 5743, a bill to authorize construction, operation 
and maintenance of the initial phase of the Snake River project by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Columbia River and tributaries, review report, Snake River, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho, dated March 14, 1952, United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
district office, Walla Walla, Wash. 

Volumes I and II, House Document No. 473, 81st Congress, 2d session. 

Volumes I through VIII, House Document No. 531, 8ist Congress, 2d session. 

Upper Snake River Basin (above Powder River) special report, irrigation and 
associated development, United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Region 1, February, 1955. 

Senator Anperson. May I also announce that we will meet this 
afternoon starting at 2 o'clock, and that we will try to finish in a 
reasonable time. Senator Jackson and I both have a meeting of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy late this afternoon, and there 
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sa very important meeting of the Joint Committee tomorrow which 
[ feel obligated to attend, because it has to do with a very important 
part of atomic weapons applications. ; 

Senator DworsHak. How late can you run this afternoon, Mr. 
Chairman ‘ 

Senator AnpERSON. I could run as late as 4 o’clock. 

If there are additional witnesses other than the two which I men- 
tioned who could be taken this afternoon, it would convenience me a 
great deal. 

Senator Dworsnak. That is why I mentioned it. I thought it 
would relieve the burden tomorrow. 

Senator Anperson. I would appreciate it a great deai if anyone 
else who wishes to testify can be available this afternoon. 

I do not mean to crowd these things, but I think I should make 
that statement. 

We will recess now until 2 o'clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 2 p. m., 
of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator ANpErson. The hearing will be in order. 
Mr. Ostrander ? 


STATEMENT OF EARL D. OSTRANDER, DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE MANAGEMENT, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


Senator Anperson. Will you state your name and your position for 
the record, Mr. Ostrander ? 

Mr. Osrranper. My name is Earl D. Ostrander. I reside in Port- 
land, Oreg., where I am employed by the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration, as Director of Administrative Management. 

Senator ANprersonN. Do you have a statement with reference to 
Senate 1533 ¢ 

Mr. Ostranper. I have prepared a written statement on the finan- 
cial analysis of the high Hells Canyon project in relation to the Fed- 
eral power system in the Pacific Northwest. I can submit that for 
the record, if you like, and summarize it rather briefly. 

Senator ANperson. All right. 


STATEMENT OF EARL LD). OSTRANDER, DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT, 
3ONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


The Bonneville Power Administration has been designated the power market- 
ing agent for 12 Federal hydroelectric generating plants existing or under con- 
struction in the Pacific Northwest. The 12 projects and their status are as 
follows: 

1. Bonneville Dam, a Corps of Engineers project, is completed. 

2. Grand Coulee Dam and powerplant, principal features of the Columbia 
Basin project of the Bureau of Reclamation, are completed insofar as the pres- 
ently contemplated power installation is concerned. Considerable construction 
work remains, however, to complete the irrigation facilities of the project. 

3. Albeni Falls project, of the Corps of Engineers, is substantially complete. 
Its storage capacity has been available to the system for about 2 or 3 years and 
1 of its 3 generator units is now in service. 
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4. Hungry Horse project, of the Bureau of Reclamation, is completed with 
all four generator units in service. 

5. The Detroit project, of the Corps of Engineers, is completed. 

6. Big Cliff, a reregulating reservoir for the Detroit project is completed. 

7. Lookout Point project, of the Corps of Engineers, has 2 of its 3 generators 
in service and the third unit is scheduled for service in May of 1955. 

8. Dexter project, a reregulating reservoir for Lookout Point Dam, is sched- 
uled to have its one generator unit in service in June of 1955. 

9. McNary Dam, of the Corps of Engineers, now has in service 7 of its sched- 
uled 14 generator units, although an eighth unit scheduled for May of 1955 may 
now be in service 

10. Chief Joseph project, of the Corps of Engineers, is under construction with 
no generator units presently in service. Three units are scheduled to be placed 
in service in September 1955 and the 16th unit in December 1958. 

11. The Dalles project, of the Corps of Engineers, is under construction. Two 
units are scheduled for service in November of 1957, with the 14th unit scheduled 
for November 1960. 

12. Chandler project, of the Bureau of Reclamation, is under construction with 
its two units scheduled for service in December 1955 and February 1956, 
respectively. 

These 12 projects are estimated to cost upon completion $1,896,900,000, exclu- 
sive of interest during construction. This cost figure includes all features, i. e., 
the joint facilities, the power facilities, the navigation locks, the irrigation 
works, ete. Of this total cost $1,161,900,000 has tentatively been allocated to 
power and in addition power will pay approximately $475 million of construc- 
tion cost allocated to irrigation but assigned for return from power revenues. 
Thus, power is scheduled to return $1,636,900,000, or 86.5 percent of the total 
cost of the multiple-purpose projects. It is estimated that the transmission 
system of the Bonneville Power Administration to be associated with this pro- 
gram will cost $530,800,000, exclusive of interest during construction. 

These cost data are, in many cases, estimates which are subject to change 
from time to time as construction proceeds and more and more of the construc- 
tion work is p'aced under firm contracts. It is believed, however, that these 
estimates reflect fairly well the probable ultimate construction cost. 

The 12 generating plants, together with the transmission system of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration, are operated as a single integrated system in order 
to produce optimum results for the system as a whole rather than for any indi- 
vidual project. If the projects were operated on an isolated basis the firm-power 
capability would be much less than that obtainable from the integrated oper- 
ating plan. 

Downstream projects benefit from upstream storage which can be released 
under a controlled plan so as to increase the capability of the downstream plants 
during the winter months of low natural streamflow. On the other hand, a stor- 
age project, such as Hungry Horse, benefits in turn from the integration. During 
the winter months storage can be released to achieve increased generation at 
site as well as downstream. During the summer months generation can be 
reduced to rather nominal levels so that the reservoir may refill from the flood 
runoffs occurring in late spring and early summer. During the summer months 
when the storage reservoir is refilling, the downstream plants have increased 
generating capacity from the higher streamflows which can be transmitted to 
serve the loads in the Hungry Horse area that are served by at-site generation 
during the winter months. If the Hells Canyon project were added to the pres- 
ent Federal system a similar operating plan would be followed in order to get 
the maximum contribution to the system. Such an operating plan makes it 
possible to use the reservoirs for flood control as well as power. 

Financial analyses for the system are prepared in the same integrated fash- 
ion. In other words, as a basis for determining the amount of revenues and thus 
rate levels required, aggregate sales and revenues for the system are considered 
in the light of aggregate payout requirements of the system. 

In order to analyze the impact of the addition of a large new project to this 
system of 12 projects (which is referred to as the base system as a convenient 
form of reference), an analysis may be made on the so-called incremental basis. 
This simply means that the system with the proposed project is compared as to 
cost and capability with the system without the proposed project. The differ- 
ences, or increments, in costs (payout requirements) and capability are attrib- 
utable to the proposed new project. 
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Approximately 3 years ago, in the hearings on H. R. 5743, 82d Congress, by the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, of the Committee on Interior and 
insular Affairs, House of Representatives, I presented a detailed analysis of the 
cost of the Hells Canyon project as an addition to the Federal power system. 
The data used at that time are now obsolete in several details. For some proj- 
ects more recent cost estimates are available, the allocations of cost have been 
revised, ete. Also, in a proceeding before the Federal Power Commission in the 
matter of Idaho Power Co., project Nos. 1971, 2132, and 2133, I presented cost 
iata relative to the Hells Canyon project in the Federal power system in the 
Pacific Northwest. That information was prepared a little more than a year ago. 
It is now obsolete in a few of the details for similar reasons. 

It has not been possible in the brief time available to bring the data entirely 
down to date. However, I believe remaining changes and refinements would not 
materially affect any conclusions that might be drawn from the data. On the 
basis of the best information presently available to me and that could be drawn 
together within the time limit, the results may be analyzed on the basis of the 
addition of Hells Canyon to three different systems. 

As case A, Hells Canyon is added to the base system, i. e., the projects existing 
or under construction. However, for the purpose of this analysis, all of the 
presently scheduled generator units for The Dalles, Chief Joseph and McNary 
projects have not been included in the costs for case A because only the number 
of units required to generate the base system’s prime power at the system load 
factor have been included. In analyzing the costs of the system after adding 
Hells Canyon, additional units required at these plants are included as an in- 
crement of cost attributable to the addition of Hells Canyon to the system. On 
this basis the base system without Hells Canyon is estimated to have annual 
payout requirements of $53,545,000 for generation and $30,170,000 for transmis- 
sion, a total of $83,715,000. The system has a prime power capability of 3,825,000 
kilowatts which is equivalent to salable firm power of 4,980,000 kilowatts on the 
hasis of a 75-percent load factor, 7-percent losses and a 1.05 diversity factor. 
The salable firm power is the important basis for analysis because it represents 
the power that the Administration can contract to deliver to customers’ meters 
on a firm basis. Accordingly, the generation payout cost per salable firm kilo 
watt is $10.75 and the transmission is $6.06, making a total of $16.81 per firm 
kilowatt. 

Subtraction of these basic data from comparable data for a system consisting 
of the base system plus Hells Canyon shows that the amounts added by Hells 
Canyon are as follows: 

Generation costs = are $15, 641, 000 


Transmission costs ae . $8, 030, 000 


System prime power capability kilowatts 895, 000 
Equivalent salable firm power Ose 1, 165, 000 
Generation costs per firm kilowatt 2 re $13. 43 
Cransmission costs per firm kilowatt—_- 6. 89 

Total per firm kilowatt____- ‘ » 20), 32 


Accordingly, the increment of capability costs somewhat more per unit than 
does the capability of base system without Hells Canyon. However, since the 
base to which the increment is added is so large, the averages for the system, 
including Hells Canyon, are not much greater than the averages for the base 
system. Specifically, for the system including Hells Canyon, the total payout 
requirement per firm kw is $17.48, consisting of $11.26 for generation and 
$6.22 for transmission. Summary data for case A are shown in table A. 

These unit cost data are not necessarily indicative of the power rate levels 
required. In this study, the total payout requirements have been related only 
to firm power. In addition, substantial revenues may be obtained from the sale 
of secondary energy and from miscellaneous activities. Accordingly, firm power 
rates probably could be somewhat lower on the average than these unit values. 

As case B, Hells Canyon may be analyzed on the basis of its bein’ an addition 
to the so-called phase C—2 system, including the low dam at the Libby project. 
having 4,250,000 acre-feet of usable storage.’ On this basis Hells Canyon is 


a 


1The phase C—2 level of development as used in this study includes 15 major projects 
nd 19 minor ones. Glacier View, once considered for phase C—2, is not included 
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estimated to increase system prime power capability by 1,122,000 kilowatts, equiv 
alent to 1,461,000 kilowatts of salable firm power on the same assumptions as 
before as to losses, load factor and diversity. 

In this case the unit costs for the increment of capability added by Hells Can 
yon are somewhat lower than unit costs for the system without Hells Canyon 
Here, again, however, the base to which the increment is added is so large that 
the averages for the system including Hells Canyon are not materially different 
from those for the system without Helis Canyon. 

As case C, Hells Canyon may be analyzed as an addition to the phase C—2 
system of development, but with the high project at Libby with 6,483,000 acre-feet 
of usable storage. 

In cases A and B the prime power capability of the system is determined o1 
the basis of water conditions during the 1936-37 water-year, the most critical 
single year of record. However, with the high Libby project assumed for case 
C. and with the Hells Canyon project added to the system, that critical year is 
no longer controlling. Instead the period of approximately 4 years, from Sep 
tember 1928 to March 1952, inclusive, determines the system prime powe! 
capability inasmuch as the cyclical nature of the storage refill operation becomes 
dominant For case C the results are summarized in table C. 

Under the assumptions of case C, Hells Canyon would make a smaller con 
tribution to the system’s power capability than was found in case B. The unit 
cost in case © for the increment added by Hells Canyon is higher than the unit 
costs for the system without Hells Canyon. Again, however, the unit costs for 
the system including Hells Canyon are not materially different from those for 
the system without Hells Canyon. 

In summary, as I have stated before, at the hearings 3 years ago on H. R. 5743 
and at the Federal Power Commission hearings last year on the license appli- 
cations of the Idaho Power Co., in my opinion, on the basis of data made available 
for financial analysis, the Hells Canyon project would be financially sound as an 
addition to the integrated Federal power system in the Pacific Northwest, and 
the addition of the project to the Federal system would not adversely affect the 
power rate levels required. 
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A Summary schedule for case A addition of Hells Canyon project to the 
base system 














tal Added b 
Item Unit without Hells Wit! 
Hells Canyor Hell 
Canyon Canyon 
) 
s 1 
4 ge annual payout requirements 
For generation $1,000 $53, 545 $15, 641 $69, 186 
For tr smissi)1 $1,000 +0, 170 8. 030 38, 200 
lotal $1.900 83.715 93. 671 107, 38¢ 
pr »wer capability 1,000 kilowatts 3, 825 895 
Eq lent s le firm power do 4, 980 1, 165 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
prime 
x Generation $1 $14. 00 $17. 48 $14. 66 
l'ransmission $1 7.89 8. 97 8. 09 
r 
' Total $1 21. 89 26. 45 22.7 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
salable firm 
2 Generation $1 10.75 13. 43 11. 26 
> ; lransmission $1 6. 06 6. 89 6. 22 
> 
: { Total $1 16. 81 20. 32 17. 48 
i 
. Notes.—l. The ‘‘ Base System”’ consists of the 12 projects existing or under construction for which the 


neville Power Administration is the power marketing agent, together with the related transmission 
m. The cost data include only the number of generation units at Chief Joseph, McNary, and The 
required to generate prime power capability at the system load factor. Specifically, the number of 


Added in 


colt d 
In column (d eotumn (o) 


In column (f 


At.Chief Joseph 12 2 14 
At MeNary 9 2 il 
At The Dalles_-_. 10 4 14 


[he cost of the added units is assigned to the additional system power capability attributed to 
Hells Canyon. 
2. Prime power is power available under the most adverse water conditions of record. One kilowatt of 
prime power represents 8,760 kilowatt hours in 1 year 
3. Salable firm power is the amount that can be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the stated 
prime power after giving effect to 7 percent losses, 75 percent load factor and 1.05 diversity factor 
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rasLe B.—Summary schedule for case B addition of Helis Canyon to the phase 
C-2 system with 4,250,000 acre-feet of usable storage at the Libby project 


Svstem System 
I total Added by total 
‘ Item Unit without Hells with 
No ; 
Hells Canyon Hells 
Canyon Canyon 
(b (¢ 1) (e) (f 
Average annual payout requirement | 
For generation $1,000 117, 417 16, 925 134, 34 
3 For transmission $1,000 “ 59, 430 9, 270 68. 7% 
4 Total $1,000_- 176, 847 26, 195 1) { 
tem prime power capability 000 kilowatt 6, 715 1, 122 7,8 
Equivalent salable firm power 1,000 kilowatts 8, 743 1, 461 10, 2 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
8 Crenerat $1 7.49 15. 08 7.14 
an yn $ RRS &. 26 8.7 
) otal $1 26. 34 23. 34 ) 
11 Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
salable firm: | 
12 Generation $1 13. 43 11.58 13.17 
l'ransmission $1 6.80 6.35 6.7 
14 Total... 20. 23 17.93 19. 90 


Nores.—1. The “‘Phase C-2 System’’ as used in this study includes 14 major projects other than Hells 
Canyon and 19 minor projects. Glacier View, a major project originally contemplated as part of the C-2 
phase of development is not included. The 15 major projects are Hungry Horse, Albeni Falls, Grand 
Coulee, Libby, Hells Canyon, Chief Joseph, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumenital, Little Goose, Lower Granite, 
McNary, John Day, Priest Rapids, The Dalles and Bonneville. The 19 minor projects include 8 in the 
Willamette Valley, 2 in the Yakima Valley and 9 in the upper Snake Basin. 

2. Prime power is power available under the most adverse water conditions of record. 1 kilowatt of prime 
power represents 8,760 kilowatt-hours in 1 year 

3. Salable firm power is the amount that can be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the 
stated prime power after giving effect to 7 percent losses, 75 percent load factor and 1.05 diversity factor. 

4. Additional zenerator units added on account of Hells Canyon are 


Without Added by Total with 


Project Hells Canyon Hells Canyon) Hells Canyon 


Chief Joseph 16 2 18 
Ice Harbor-__.. 3 1 | 4 
John Day 12 1 | 13 
Little Goose 3 1 | 4 
Lower Granite 3 1 | 4 
Lower Monumental 3 1 | 4 
McNary 13 1 | 14 
Priest Rapids 16 2 18 
The Dalles 13 2 | 5 
Hells Canyon 8 





a 
‘ 
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BLE C.—Summary schedule for case C addition of Hells Canyon to the phase 
0-2 system with 6,483,000 acre-feet of usable storage at the Libby project 


system systen 
total Added by total 
Item Unit without Hells witl 
Hell Canyon Hell 
Canyon Cany 
t ( } { 
A verage annual payout requirements 
2 For generation $1,000 119, 576 16, 884 136, 46 
For transmission $1,000 60. 900 | 9. 100 70. OOF 
4 Total_. $1,000 180, 476 25, 934 206, 460 
System prime power capability 1,000 kilowatts 7, 156 961 8,117 
juivalent salable firm power 1,000 kilowatt 9,317 1, 251 10. 568 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
prim ¢ 
& Generation $1 16. 71 17. 57 16.8 
Transmission $1 8. 51 9. 47 8. 62 
Total $1 25. 22 27.04 25. 43 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
salable firm: 
Generation $1 12. &3 13. 50 12. 91 
Transmission $1 6. 54 7. 27 6. 63 
14 Total $1 19. 37 20. 77 19. 54 
Notes.—1. The “‘Phase C-2 System”’ as used in this study includes 14 major projects other than Hells 


nyon and 19 minor projects. Glacier View, a major project originally contemplated as part of the C-2 
phase of development, is not included. The 15 major projects are Hungry Horse, Albeni Falls, Grand 
Coulee, Libby, Hells Canyon, Chief Joseph, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite, 
McNary, John Day, Priest Rapids, The Dalles, and Bonneville. The 19 minor projects include 8 in the 
Willamette Valley, 2in the Yakima Valley, and 9in the upper Snake Basin. 

Prime power is power available under the most adverse water conditions otrecord. 1 kilowatt of prime 
wer represents 2,760 kilowatt-hours in 1 year 

Salable firm power is the amount that can be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the stated 
me power after giving effect to 7-percent losses, 75-percent load factor, and 1.05 diversity factor. 
4. Additional generator units added on account of Hells Canyon art 


2 


Without Added by Total with 

Project | Hells Hells } Hells 

Canyon Canyon Canyon 
Chief Joseph 17 ] 18 
Ice Harbor 3 1 | 4 
John Day 12 ] 13 
Little Goose 3 l 4 
Lower Granite_- 3 1 4 
Lower Monumental. _. | 3 1 4 
MeNary 13 1 14 
Priest Rapids_. 20 3 23 
Che Dalles 13 2 15 
Hells Canyon 8 | 8 


Mr. Ostranper. In addition to this statement, I understood this 
morning that the committee would like some data on the capital in- 
vestment involved in the event the Hells Canyon project is added to 
the Federal system and also some data on annual costs, that is, pay 
out requirements, in terms of mills-per-kilowatt-hours. I have that 
additional information in the form of worksheets which I can sum- 
marize briefly, and then we can have it typed up for insertion into the 
record if you care to do that. 

Senator ANpErsoN. Why do you not summarize your formal state- 
ment first ? 











462 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


Mr. Osrranper. Very well. The Bonneville Power Administra 
tion is the marketing agent for 12 Federal hydroelectric projects in the 
Pacific Northwest that are now in existence or under construction. 
Some of those under construction have partial generator installations 
in service, and others have, as yet, ho generator units in service. The 
statement lists the 12 projects and @ives the status of each one. 

The statement also summarizes briefly the present estimates of total] 
construction costs for the 12 projects when comp vleted, the tentative 
allocation of power, and i estimated cost of the transmission system 
that will be required for the system of 12 projects. These 12 gener 
ating } ylants, together . the transmission system, are operated as 
a end integrated power system in the interest of vetting maximum 
results, in the interest of both the public that is served and in the 
making of the most of the Federal Government’s investment. The 
projects operated in that fashion will produce a great deal more firm 
power than they would if they were oper ated on an isolated basis. 
For example, the Hungry Horse project, an upstream storage reser 
voir project, would be good for only 90,000 kilowatts of prime power 
if operated as an isolated plant. However, when integrated with the 
other plants we Can assign a capability of a little more than 200,000 
kilowatts to the Hungry Horse project. 

In the early spring and summer months when the flood runoffs are 
high, the Hungry Horse project will produce very little power under 
the integrated plan, and thus can be used for flood control and also 
the storage reservoir can be allowed to refill. At that time of the 
vear, the downstream plants have high capacity because of the high 
streamflows. At that time, therefore, the energy is generated down- 
stream and transmitted into the Montana area, to serve loads that are 
served by the Hungry Horse at site generation during the winter 
months. Then, during the winter months, the storage at Hungry 
Horse can be released so as to get a high rate of output at site as well 
as to increase downstream generation. 

If the High Hells ¢ ‘anyon project were added to the present system, 
it would be operated in a similar manner. The financial analyses that 
we make are on the same inteorated basis. That is, we consider the 
system of the whole, its total costs versus the total capabilities of the 
system, in order to obtain an idea of how much revenue, and, thus, 
what rate levels we have to have. 


Approximately 3 years ago in hearings on H. R. 743 of the 82d 
Congress, I submitted a finaneial analysis on the Hells Canyon project, 
and about a year ago, in a sane before the Federal Power Com- 


mission on the eee - yplications of the Idaho Power Co., I also 
presented a financial statement. 

The data from the House hearings of 3 years ago are now consider- 
ably changed in their details. Cost estimates have been changed and 
tentative cost allocations have been changed. Also, the data have 
been changed a little bit from the figures that were used in the Federal 
Power Commission hearings a year ago. I have not changed at all 
the cost figure I used on the High Hells Conyon project. I used a 
construction cost estimate of $356,810,000, Testimony here this morn- 
ing showed there was a slight decrease at present. But I have used 
the old figure that makes practically no difference in the end result. 

The principal changes from the Federal Power Commission data 
are in connection with the Dalles Dam and Chie Joseph Dam. ‘For 
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se two projects, the Corps of Engineers now has considerably lower 

timates. For the Dalles Dam, with 14 generator units, a year ago 

[ had a construction cost estimate of $348,3872,000. The new figure 
$303 million, a reduction of more than $45 million, or 13 percent. 

Senator Anperson. To what do you attribute that, a reduction in 

e cost of construction ? 

Mr, Osrranper. That is it. The Corps of Engineers supplies these 

ures and they now have more of the project under firm contract 

~~ are able to give a somewhat firmer estimate, and I believe it does 
eflect a downward trend in the last year or two of estimates being 
btained from contractors for this sort of shen natso Th 

Senator Jackson. You are getting more competition. Bonneville 

‘ower Administration had a similar experience in the last three years 

f more and more competition, with the bid prices having been lower. 
Mr. Osrranper. That is correct. In the case of the Chief Joseph 
roject, the construction cost estimate of a year ago was $186,880,000. 

foday’s estimate is $169 million, a reduction of almost $18 million 
about 9.6 percent. The other projects have not changed. 

| believe in the case of some of the lower Snake River projects 

ie estimates are somewhat higher than a year ago. For the trans- 

ssion system, I have used precisely the same figures in the present 
study as I used a year ago, before the Federal Power Commission, 

ith one exception: In the case of the annual cost for the transmis- 
sion system before adding Hells Canyon, I have taken a credit of 
$3,300,000 a year, reflecting the fact that, as of June 30, 1954, the 
epayment of the transmission investment was $55,400,000 ahead of 

hedule. Eliminating that much of the capital investment to be 
id in the remaining period saves about $3 million 

Senator Jackson. What was that, again? $55 million ahead of 

hedule? 

Mr. Ostranper. 55.4 million on the Bonneville Power Administra 
tion. 

Senator JAcKson. For all the projects ? 

Mr. Osrranper. No, just the transmission. The Bonneville Dam 
project itself is $9.5 million ahead of schedule. 

Senator Jackson. How about the other dams in your system ? 

Mr. Osrranner. They are not ahead of schedule. 

Senator Neunercer. Are they on schedule for paying out? 

Mr. Osrranper. The only other one for which we have a schedule 
s the Columbia Basin project. We have paid on that one a great deal 
more than we expected to a few years ago when the first schedule 
was drawn up, but the cost estimates have also gone up, so we now 
ligure that despite the extra payments that have ‘deen made it is just 
on schedule. The real need, of course, is to revise the schedule, and 

e hope to do that. 

Senator Jackson. But the transmission payout of the Bonneville 
operations is $55 million ahead of schedule / 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes, sir. 

Senator GoLpwaTER. What do you attribute that to? 

Mr. Ostranper. That is due to a number of factors. One important 
factor has been the unusual large volume of sales of secondar v energy 
to industry. When we first m: ade up our payout schedule some years 
ago, we did not anticipate we would have that extra revenue, and 
ve have been fortunate in most years of having good water conditions. 
Once in awhile we have a bad spell, but on the whole water condi- 
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tions have been good, and that has meant a good deal of secondary 
energy available. The aluminum companies and other industries have 
been very olad to take that. 

We have also been fortunate in kee ‘ping costs down, especially on 
transmission, by going to very high capacity facilities. It keeps the 
unit cost down. In order to analyze the results that would be obtained 
if the High Hells Canyon project were constructed and added to the 
Federal system, I have proceeded under three sets of assumptions. 
which I have labeled cases “A,” “B,” and “C.” 

In case A, the study is made on the basis of the addition of Hells 
Canyon project to the present system which we call the base system 
That is cog system of 12 projects in existence or under construction. 

In case B, we have assumed the addition of Hells Canyon to the 
so allad phase C-2 system of development, but with a low project 
at Libby. 

In case C, we have assumed the addition of Hells Canyon for the 
phi ise C-2 system, om with a high project at the Libby site. 

T Hp critical year, for purposes of determining prime power ¢ apabil- 
ity under adverse water conditions, is the wate r-year 1936-37, for cases 
A and B. But in case C, which assumes the higher project at the 
Libby site, with more storage, the critical period is a period of about 
4 years, 1928-32. That throws it into a different type of operation, 
and makes a difference as to the results that we will obtain. The re- 
sults of the study are summarized . the tables attached to my state- 
ment. Table A is a summary for case A; namely, the addition of 
Hells Canyon to the present Lteen. However, in computing costs 
throughout here for the present system, I have included only the 
number of generator units at McNary, The Dalles, and Chief Joseph, 
required oe pe rate the prime power at the system load factor. After 
adding Hells Canyon to the system, additional generator units are 
required. The cost of those additional units have been assigned to the 
increment of capability resulting from the addition of the Hells 
Canyon project. 

For example, in the case of the first study, I have included without 
the system of Hells Canyon 9 generator units at Me ‘Nary, although 
14 are actually se ‘heduled to goin. After adding Hells Canyon, two 
additional units at that project; namely, McNary, are required, mak- 
ing a total of 11. In like fashion, at The Dalles, 10 units have been 
included without Hells Canyon, and 4 additional after Hells Canyon 
‘sadded. And so on down the list. 

We have used what we call an incremental approach in determining 
the financial results. In other words, we take the total system cost. 
and the total system capability, for a system including Hells Canyon. 
and then deduct from that the totals for the system without Hells 
Canyon. The increment of cost can then be compared with the in- 
crement of capability, and those increments are thereby attributed to 
the addition of Hells Canyon to the system. 

In case A, figures are given on table A for the average annual pay- 
out requirements for both generation and transmission. Data are 
given as to the system prime power capability and the equivalent 
salable firm power. Firm power is power that we can deliver to cus- 
tomers’ meters after giving effect to losses, load factor, and diversity 
of demands. Ratio data are then given on the costs for generation 
and transmission per kilowatt of prime power and per kilowatt of 
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rm power. I believe the data per kilowatt of firm power are the 
enificant figures. 
In case A, for the system without Hells Canyon, the average annual 
ost—by annual cost I mean payout requirements and not costs in the 
ual business utility accounting sense—the average annual payout 
equirements are $16.81 per firm kilowatt. Adding Hells Canyon to 
the system adds 895,000 kilowatts of prime power in case A, which 
a uivalent to 1,165,000 kilowatts of salable firm power. The addi- 
yal costs for this increment, including both the at-site cost and the 
st of the downstream generators added, are $20.32, consisting of 
43 for generation, and $6.89 for transmission. After adding Hells 
Canyon to the system, in other words, the total costs for the system 
cluding Hells Canyon, it is $17.48 per kilowatt year of salable firm 
ower. That consists of $11.26 for generation : and $6.22 for transmis- 
on. So the total system average CORN with Hells Canyon, are little 
ferent from those before Hells Canyon, although the increment 
iverages a little more than the system be fore Hells C anyon. 
= case B, which is the addition of Hells ( ‘anyon to the phase C-2 
stem with the so-called low Libby project, similar data are set forth 
n table B. For the system before adding Hells Canyon, the average 
ual payout requirements or cost per kilowatt of salable firm power 
ire . $20.23; consisting of $13.43 for generation and $6.80 for transmis- 
on. In this ease, the addition of Hells Canyon adds 1,122,000 kilo- 
watts of prime power, which is equiv: alent to 1,461,000 kilowatts of 
alable firm power. This increment has a total cost per kilowatt year 
if firm power of $17.93, which is lower than the average for the system 
‘fore adding Hells Canyon. However, here, again, the base to which 
the increment is added is so large that the averages after the addition 
f Ifells Canyon are not far different from the ae ge before adding 
Hells Canyon. Specifically, the overall costs, both generation and 
transmission, per kilowatt of firm power, are $19.90 for the system, 
luding Hells Canyon. Those figures appear at line 14 of table B. 
Moving now to the third assumption, summary data are given in 
ible C. In this case, the average annual payout requirements per 
lowatt year of firm power are $19.37 for the system before Hells 
Canyon. The increment added by Hells Canyon is 961,000 kilowatts 
prime power, equivalent to 1.251,000 kilow: atts of salable firm power, 
lhe cost of that increment is $20.77 per kilowatt of firm power, in- 
luding both the generation and transmission. In this case, the in- 
rement is slightly more per kilowatt than the average before adding 
Hells Canyon. In other words, it is just the reverse here from what it 
ison table B. After adding Hells Canyon to the system, the overall 
verage annual cost is $19.54 per kilowatt of firm power, which is a 
ttle more than the average of $19.37 before adding Hells Canyon. 
Too much concern, perhaps, should not be given to the figures for 
ngle dam. The important figure, of course, is the overall average. 
igainst the figures shown here for the increment added by Hells 
anyon, some of the dams that are now under construction as part of 
e system will actually average quite a little bit higher. But, as I 
iy, the important figure is the over: all system figure, because the 
ialysis by individual dams is not too significant. 
As a result of this study I have the same conclusion that I have 
expressed in my other appearances, namely, that if Hells Canyon 
re added to the system, the Federal system, it would have little, if 
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any, effect on overall average costs or upon power rated levels required. 
It just happens it is right about at the average. 

That completes the summary of the written statement, Senator 
Anderson. I can now give you the data on capital investment added as 
I have used it in this study, if you would like to have it. 

Senator ANpERsoN. You may go ahead with that. 

Mr. Osrranper. For ease A, the gross capital investment, and by 
capital investment I include not only construction costs but an estimate 
for interest during construction, the gross addition would be 
$554,242,000, of which Hells Canyon itself represents something unde; 
$380 million. Of this total of a little more 

Senator Jackson. At that point, the estimate of 2 years ago or 
} years ago was 506. . 

Mr. Ostrranper. I am using the same estimate, but Iadded interest 
during construction to these fivures. 

Senator Jackson. Does the interest start to run prior to the placing 
on the line of the first venerator ¢ 

Mr. Osrranprer. Yes. The interest would start to run when you 
started to spend the money. And during the construction period 

Senator Jackson. That has not been true in the past, has it, i 
other projects ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. It has in our area; ves, sir. 

Senator Jackson. But in other projects around the country, I do 
not think that policy has been followed. Has that policy been fol 
lowed / ¢ 

Mr. Ostranpver. I do not feel I am in a position to testify as to 
what the practice is elsewhere. 

Senator Anperson. I think it is safe to say that is a fairly well 
established practice. 

Senator Jackson. Is it practice, Mr. Lineweaver, for interest to 
start running when construction starts or wait until the first generator 
is on the line? 

Mr. Lineweaver. It is as the money is being used. 

Senator Jackson. But the interest is payable back to the time when 
the money is first disbursed ¢ 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. All right. 

Mr. Ostranper. For case A, the gross capital investment would be 
$554,242,000, That includes $378,802,000 for the Hells Canyon pro- 


ject. The investment for ad litional units at downstream projects 
would be $45.940.000, and the investment for transmission facili- 
ties 


Senator Jackson. What are those additional units downstream ? 
Do you mean for generators? 

Mr. Osrranper. Additional generator units; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. In the other dams? 

Mr. Osrranper. That is right, sir. The transmission capital invest- 
ment would be $129,500,000. Of that grand total, the nonpower allo- 
cation is $48,901,000, or a little less than 10 percent. For case B, 
the gross capital investment would be $595,616,000. That, again, 
consists of $378,802.000 for Hells Canyon at site. It includes 
$70,814,000 for downstream generator units, and $146 million for 
transmission facilities, 
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are very similar but a little less than case B. 


Phis worksheet can be typed and submitted if you would like to have it. 
Senator Anprrson. I think it should be submitted, and put into 


e record at this pol 
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Senator ANpDERSON, Is that the only worksheet that you think should 


groin? 


You can summarize some of the others. 


Mr. Osrranper. I have a worksheet on the cost in terms of mills 


per kilowatt-hour. 


Senator ANDERSON. Let us have that, also. 
Mr. Ostranper. First let. me say that my figures are a little different 
from those given this morning by Mr. Riter. They differ principally 
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n transmission. As he pointed out, he used a shortcut method based 
ipon an overall average ratio that was given to him by the Federal 
Power Commission. In our case, we made a rather precise study as 
o the transmission investment required in the case of the Hells Canyon 
project. The system engineering people of the Bonneville Power 
Administration actually determine what lines will be necessary in 
outhern Idaho and elsewhere. As Mr. Riter pointed out this morn- 
ing, in his figures he arrived at 2.20 mills per kilowatt-hour and the 
generation cost. That was before allowing for 7 percent losses, 
because he said it was at site. 

Senator GotpwaTer. That is at Hells Canyon / 

Mr. Ostranpver. At Hells Canyon and at the downstream project 
that benefited from Hells Canyon. 

Senator GoLDWATER. How does that compare with Bonneville 

Mr. Ostranper. The Bonneville Dam alone? 

Senator GoLpwarer. The Bonneville system. What is your bus-bar 

ost up there ? 

Mr. Ostranper. We figure that when the 12 dams are finished the 

eneration costs will average about 1.72 mills a kilowatt-hour after 
allowing for losses. 

Senator Gotpwater. What is it today without the 12? 

Mr. Osrranper. It runs a little under a mill a kilowatt-hour, I 
be lie ve, 

Senator GOLDWATER. Of course you probably sell it in different w: Lys 
in different sections of the grid, but what is the average per kilowatt 
to the ultimate consumer. Let us say the house or homeowner. 

Mr. Osrranper. That will vary quite a bit from locality to locality. 
I believe in some communities it runs less than 10 mills a kilowatt- 
hour. In other places, it may run twice that. 

Senator Gotpwater. Do you mean the homeowner in the Northwest 
can buy this power at 1 cent a kilowatt-hour ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. I believe in some of the communities their average 

iround a cent a kilowatt-hour. 

Senator GoLpwaTerR. There is no sliding scale ? 

Mr. Ostranper. No, that isanaverage. It does start out 

Senator GoLpWATER. No, i mean is there a standby requirement, 

Ly, starting at X number of kilowatt-hours and at one price, and 
working down to 1 cent, or is - all sold at 1 cent retail right off the 
hat ? 

Mr. Ostranper. No. The first 50 kilowatt-hours a month may be 
3 cents a kilowaat-hour. 

Senator Jackson (presiding). Senator Goldwater I think I might 
explain that the power which is wholesaled by Bonneville is sold at 
the rate of 17.50 per kilowatt-year to the various utilities, public and 
wivate. Of course, the public and private utilities are subject to the 
State laws, and that would depend on the ratemaking situation in 
each State. Bonneville, while it has the legal authority, has never 
exercised control over retail rates. 

I did not mean to interrupt. 

Senator GOLDWATER. We recognize it is controlled by the Stats 
Governments. We have a spread of 1.7, in fact, from the 10th up to 
2.2, and I was wondering if in the whole Northwest area that spread 
was reflected in the ultimate retail price. 
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senator Jackson. It is sold on a postage stamp basis In othe 
ras, t| » power rate, except with how many miles of the dam 
Mr. ectlentenii Fifteen. 

Senator JACKSON. It sold at the $17.50 rate. 
Senator GOLDWATER. What does the consume pay for it in h 


1) »/ 
nous 


enatol Jackson. I do not know. Tacoma City Light, which wets 
ome Bonneville Power, has the lowest power rates of any city in the 


os 


{ nited States. 
1 . . 
Phat would be a matter of each State. | assume. compl yr 
oures. We would have to get that. I do not think Bonneville keeps 


hose records 
“( nator Go! DWATER. The reason | un intere ted is because we heal 
i ful lot about the low mill cost at bus bar. W hich we all recoeniZe is 
ow Il was just v wonder! noe if the ultimate ‘onsumer has as oreat a 
nd private across the country, across that section of the country. 
Mr. Osrranper. There is a good deal of variation. I know that. 


nee in their prices as do the different generating unit . both pub 


Senator Neupercer. The rates in the two States of the Northwest. 
for example, which draw heavily on Bonneville Power, I think, are 
mu 1 cheaper than in Idaho, which has the [Idaho Power Co. I think 

ie average rate of Washington and Oregon is far cheaper than the 
[daho Power Co.’s. 

Senator GoLtpwaTter. That is what I am interested in finding out. 
just how much cheaper it is, if it is cheaper. 

Senator JACKSON. Suppose we ask the staff to get that data. Ae 
ly, it is not within the jurisdiction of Bonneville. 

We are talking, Senator Watkins, about the retail rates and the 

spread between what they buy it for—private and public utilities—i 

e Northwest. It is a matter that 1s not within the province of 
Bonneville. We can ask the staff to get the official information from 
the public service commissions of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho 
through the Federal Power Commission. The Federal Power Com 
mission has all of that information. If that is satisfactory, we will 
vet that. 

Senator GotpwaTeR. I hate to inject myself in a committee of which 
1 am not a member. 

Senator Jackson. You are a member of the full committee and you 

e privileged to ask any ns you want. 

Senator Goutpwater. I do think it is necessary to help the thinking 
of all of us that we begin to think in terms of ultimate retail price. it 
has been my experience that the rather sharp variance at the bottom is 
not always reflected at the ultimate consumer level. I would appreci 
ate having compar: ative tables of retail rates p ylaced into the reeord. 

Senator Jackson. You understand that under the Bonneville 
Project Act of 1939, Bonneville could exercise power over the retail 
rates. They have, however, declined to exercise that authority, leay 
ing it tothe States. I believe that is essentially correct. Is that not 
correct ¢ They h: ave a resi ile ra ite prov ision in the Bonneville Ac ? 

Senator Gotpwater. That is right, s 

Senator Jackson. But the power a never been exercised. We wil 
get that information. 
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Senator Gotpwater, I heard the figure of 314 cents. Well, that 

a fairly standard figure. I am talking about the ultimate consumer 
3ut what I find is that when you get that 314 cents worth of power, 
it costs you 1.7 mills to develop or even 6 mills to develop. 

Senator Jackson. Of course, that is a function of the State rate 
making agencies, and they are supposed to go into that. The on 
thing that has always had a pretty strong feeling is that the Federal 
Government should not interfere in the retail end of this thing. Of 
course, in the Northwest they have stayed out of it completely, leaving 
it to the public service Commissions. 

For instance, a private power company—and let us take Portland 
General Electric: and this is off the top of my head and I may be in 
error on my figures—I think their power that they receive from 
Bonneville is about 66 percent of the total they sell, or close to 70 
What is it? Can you tell me roughly ? 

Mr. Ostranver. It is about 60 percent. 

Senator Jackson. About 60 eg of all of their power comes 
from Bonneville. The power they bring from Bonneville, I assume, 
costs much less than what they generate themselves. So you have to 
commingle it together, and then the ratemaking authority in Oregon, 
[ assume, in turn makes its determination as to what a fair return 
is on their investment. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Ostrander, does the Bonneville Power Ad 
ministration in behalf of itself or any of the projects which furnish 
the electricity pay any taxes to any of the tax units in the area? 

Mr. Osrranver. Not as such, no. Well, social security taxes and 
things like that, and the irrigation subsidy, which is in effect a tax. 

Senator DworsHak. But there is no direct factor of taxes woven into 
either the wholesale or the retail power rate at W hich Bonneville sells 
its power ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. Not in our wholesale rates, no, sir. 

Senator Jackson, The Chair would merely like to make the observa- 
tion at this point that each public service utility regulating organiza- 
tion in every State allows the taxes to be passed on to he consumer 
and the private utility is allowed a return, a fair return, depending 
on the formula that is followed in each State. That varies by States. 
I think we would agree to that. Wouldn’t you say so, Senator 
Watkins? 

Senator Warkrns. I think so, yes. 

Senator Jackson. The formula used varies. But the utility is 
allowed a return after all taxes and expenses are paid. So the taxes 
are passed on to the consumer. 

Senator DworsHak. Reference was made a few minutes ago to the 
fact that Bonneville marketed its electricity at a lower rate than 
private utilities. Obviously, the private utilities pay taxes and, as 
you have already pointed out, that cost is woven into the rate structure 
which the private utility is authorized to charge for its own power. 
So naturally, the rate would be higher, the rate of any private utility. 

[1 understand that the average rate paid in the United States by 
private utilities is about 24% mills. Is that right, Mr. Ostrander ‘ 
Have you ever studied that phase of it? 

Mr. Ostrranper. I do not know what it is in terms of mills, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I would like to have that put into the record. 
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Senator Jackson. We hope we do not try too many collateral issues 
nere. 

You are going to get into some difficult situations. The public 
itility systems in the State of Washington pay all real-estate taxes. 
In some communities they have city taxes that they pay. You are 
voing to get into a very complex tax situation. The Chair merely 

ientions that for the record. If you are going to analyze it, we are 
roing to have quite a time. 

Senator Dworsuak. I am not trying to analyze it, but merely to 
point out, Mr. Chairman, that if Bonneville Power sells its electricity 
at $17.50, which is a 2-mill rate, and private utilities pay an average 
\f 214 mills, then obviously private utilities could not sell their power 
mn the base rate of 2 mills, which is less than its average taxes. 

Senator Jackson. I do not think there is any comparison here be- 
tween the generating facilities and the retail facilities. That is not 
the comparison. The Chair made the observation that the private 
utilities bought their power for the same price that public bodies— 


$17.50 a kilowatt-year. That is the voing rate at the present time. 
Senator NeuperGer. That is what I have been trying to inject for 
{0 minutes. I have been under the apprehension—and maybe I am 


vrong—that at the present time private utilities are paying Bonneville 
ess than the public bodies. Is that correct or not correct ? 

Mr. Osrranper. I think it is both, Senator Neuberger. Let me ex- 
plain it this way: We offer the same rates, basically, to everybody 
Phe rate per kilowatt-hour that <he customer earns depends upon his 
load factor. The larger systems, such as the private power companies 

the cities of ‘Tacoma or Seattle that have generation of their own, 

in operate their systems so as to take the power from us at a fairly 
good load factor and thereby earn a low rate per kilowatt-hour. We 
do have another rate for small distributors who take all or substan- 
tially all their power from us, which will average 3 or 314 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. But actually, on a kilowtt-year basis they may be 
paying a little bit less. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you not also have a special rate for dump 
power to large industrial users which is lower than the $17.50 4 

Mr. Osrranper. No, sir. They take that rate, they take the inter- 

ruptible power when they take it, at the $17.50 rate. 

Senator Dworsnax. Haven’t you ever had a rate lower than that ? 

Senator Jackson. I think what you have in mind is within 14 or 15 
miles of the dam. There is a special rate, because of the saving in 
line loss, which I think is $14.50, 

Mr. Osrranper. We have an at-site rate of $14.50 a year taken at 
the dam and used within 15 miles of the dam. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Hasn’t Bonneville had a lower rate for dump 
power ¢ 

Mr. Osrranpver. I do not believe so. We sell dump power to the 
companies at the rate of 214 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Dworsuax. Did not some of those large companies in the 
Spokane area get lower than a $17.50 rate at some time in the past 
years ¢ 

Mr. Ostranver. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. At any time? 

Mr. Ostranper. Not so far as I know, sir. 
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Senator Jackson. But in any event, all of these rates that you have 
referred to are nondiscriminatory rates. That is, they apply with 
equal force and effect to each and every customer, whether private or 
public. The point that you made is that one customer might average 
out a lower rate, depending on the kind of load factor that that com- 
pany, public or private, might have at the time. Is that the substance 
of it 


Mr. Osrranper. That correct. The customer can take the rate 
that is ost favorable te him. all things considered. 


Senator Dworsuak. But there is one rate to all purchasers, a non- 
diserin natory rate ¢ 
Mr. Osrranper. The rates are available equally to everybody. 
enator Jackson. Have you completed your statement ? 


Mr. (JSTRANDER. No. ] Was Comparing the n illag costs that Mr. 


Riter gave s morning with those I have. While our studies are not 
xactly comparable, they are { irly close. He hada generation cost of 
2.26 mills per kilowatt-hour for the power added by Hells Canyon 
Dan After allowing for a T percent loss, that fioure becomes 2.63 
mill hat just mithme}l His tran mission figure averaged 1.43 
mills lowatt-hour. Adding that to 2.36 cives his figure of 3.79 mills 
per kilowatt-hour delivered to customers’ meters. 

NMI eure ul der ca ror at-site @weneration costs : fter losses is 

16 mills, or pretty close to his figure of 2.36. Tlowever, my trans 


igure is only 1.16 mills, compared to his figure of 1.43. So 


i 


mv total is 3.32 mills for both generation and transmission as against 


his fis » of 3.79. As he stated this morning, he used a transmission 
figure apes him by someone else. In our case, we have made a 
special s v of the transmission requirement. 

(‘01 idering’ the system as a whole, without roing into too much 
detail, for our present system, with Hells Canyon r1dded, our total costs 
for delivered power would average around 2.8 mills, consisting of 


] 


about 1.8 mills for generation and 1 mill for transmission. If you 
take the larger system, such as I used in case B, the average goes to 
3.18 mills. of which 2.11 is generation and 1.07 is transmission. 
menator J \CKSON There is less line loss when you vet the system 
ntecrated with the other dams? 
Mir (OSTRANDER. It is not th e prob lem of losses, [ believe. There are 
creater benefits from integration. ar is correct. 


Senator Jackson. I meant integration. 
Mr. Osrranni R. Tha boste debe ep when the additional dams are 
added to the svstem. but the increase is rather nominal. Of course, 


these studies. these figures that I have given, even on a kilowatt-hour 
bosis or a kilowatt basis, are not necessarily indicative of the rates we 
will have to have because in these studies all of the costs have been 
associated only against firm power. We do have considerable revenue 
from secondary power sales, and from miscellaneous sources, That 
can be used to average down this cost. 

Senator Jackson. Has that been included, the secondary power 
ont 

Mr. Osrranper. No. These are just firm power. 

Senator Jackson. Based upon the industrial experience in the 
Northwest during the past several years, how much revenue would be 
added if you assume that the Hells Canyon operation would enjoy a 
business experience comparable to that of the Bonneville system? In 








HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—UREGON 473 


el words, awhile back, generally it was felt that there was very little 
opportunity of using that secondary power. But with the demand fon 


} 
I 


uminum, and with crowth of the hioht metal ndustry,. the demand 
been continuous, or at least for—how manv vears? _ 

Vir. OSTRANDER. Almost ane the end of World War ITI. 

Senator Watkins. Do they use ” ona shift basis? 

Senator JACKSON. Sen ator Wa as | understand it. they draw 
t heavily during the period seme sa, is avatlable. 

Mr. Ostranper. The aluminum companies use it around the clock, 

r course. 

Senator WATKINS. What season of the year clo you have the dump 

ower ¢ 

Senator Jackson. The extra water period is from the middle of 


\lav to almost the first of October. 
Mr. Osrranper. Almost always in the spring and the early summer. 
Senator WATKINS. Is acl the only time when vou have the dump 
0 er ¢ 


Mr. OSTRANDER. Not — In some years it is all the year around, 





Senator Warktrns. If it is all year around, it is not dump power, 
Mr. OstRANDER. Yes; it is dump power, in that anything above what 


ild do in the worst year of record is conside red secondarv. 
Senator Warkrns. You go back to 1934, then, and figure it on that 


[r. OSTRANDER. We use 1936-37. Even in that vear. in certain 
ods of the year, there was extra power. 
Senator Watkins. It would be an average. then, all the way 


Mir. OsrranperR. When we make our studies for rates, we use an 
verage year concept; that is right. 

Senator Warkins. What do you take into consideration in figuring 
your rates are voing to be? 

Mir. OSTRANDER. We take into account all the costs that have to be 
eturned from power revenues, including irrigation costs aside from 
the return Trom power revenues. 

Senator WarkKrns. You do not have any from the Corps of Engi- 

eers, do you ¢ 

Mr. Ostranper. We do not, but we also market power for reclama- 
tion projects. 

Senator WarKins. And your power revenue has to be allocated to 
reclamation. Do you have figures to give us for each project, or do 
vou have it for the overall figure? 

Mr. Osrranper. The overall figure is what I have. For the 12 
projects now under construction, we estimate we will repay from power 
revenues about $475 million of costs allocated to irrigation. 

Senator Warkrins. So when they argue this matter in the Senate, 
iat this is something new, that is not exactly true, is it? We had it 
recently on the Colorado project. In other words, $475 million, even 
inder those project s, the cost of irrigation is being taken care of by 
power revenues ¢ 

Mr. OstrRANDER. That is correct. 

Senator WATKINS. How do your power users feel about that? 

Senator Jackson. Well, there is some difference of opinion, Senator 
Watkins, but—for instance, we have the big project in eastern Wash- 
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ington where we are irrigating, when completed, a million acres of 
land. I think that the peop le in the area feel that certainly the 
addition of that acreage is going to add to the entire economy of the 
Northwest, and there has to be a proper balance between all of these 
undertakings. 

Senator WaTKINs. Are they kicking about it? 

Senator JACKSON. No. ' 

Senator Neusercer. The only two people in the Northwest kicking 
publicly about it are Governor Langlie and Governor Patterson. 
They are kicking about using it for Mountain Home irrigation. But 
[ think a lot of people feel as Senator JJ: vekaon said; that they feel it 
adds to the general wealth of the area and they are not opposed to it, 
although the rovernol of Washineton and ()regon took a stand 
against it. 
Senator WATKINS. | maehed to see how this program for reclama- 
ion is operating in other areas. I had an idea that on other projects 

> pe ‘ople who buy the nbes wer are largely the ones who use the water, 
me the water is necessary, as it is in our situation, before you can use 


+ 


power. We have to have water in that area. Power is not worth 
anvthing to us unless we hi ave the water first. Then comes power. 
T) , pe ower users and the water users are largely the same people. 


‘I bey. are all interested. They would just as soon put it in a pool and 
have it billed to them at all water and all power or jus st water and 
power. If they will bill for the same amount, they will pay the bill. 
We feel ome what not chagrined, [ should say, but we are just wonder- 
ine’ how it i th at ce le be 71n TO worry about our power users all the 
time—the people on the outside who do not pay any of the | ills, who 
begin to feel sorry for the power users. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Watkins, it seems to me we are develop- 
ing more than one resource in building these dams. It is not just the 
power, but it is the water that can be used for irrigation, water that 

be used for navigation, water that can be used for flood control, 
and water that can be used to control erosion and destruction. So 
there should be a proper balance in considering a development of 
those resources, it seems to me. 

Senator Dworsuak. I was going to suggest, Senator Watkins, you 
might have Mr. Ostrander put into the record at this point what the 
ultimate cost per acre near the Grand Coulee development is for recla- 
mation. 

Mr. Osrranper. The Columbia River project is presently estimated 
to cost $754 million, including all its features, 

Senator DworsHak. How much per acre is the subsidy for irriga- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Ostranper. It is a little more than $400 per acre. 

Senator Jackson. The water users are paying $55. 

Mr. Osrranver. Plus their pumping-power revenue. 

Senator Jackson. But all of it pays out and they are using the 
revenue from Grand Coulee to make up the difference. 

Senator Dworsuax. I think Senator Watkins was interested in 
knowing to what extent the reclamation development in the Grand 
Coulee area was subsidized by power revenues. 

Senator Warkrns. I do not like the word “subsidized” because I 
do not think it is actually true. 

Senator Dworsuak. What word do you want to use? 


. GO 
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Senator Jackson. Allocated. 

Senator Warkins. That is right. We have to have water, and that 
mber one, before we can use electricity. If you er the water up 

~~ as you want, we are going to pay the whole bill because we 
‘to have both. The motor in the car may cost a lot more than the 

st t of the automobile, but an automobile without a motor is not any 


Senator DworsHAaxk. The reason some of those in the Snake River 

illey are opposing the impounding of the water is because none of 
rater can run back up hill to be subsequently used for reclama 

Until water runs up hull, that cannot be accomplished. 

Senator Warxins. That is true. I think you are right on that. I 
d want to know, and I want to find out before the hearing ends, 

ibout the water supply. Is there enough of it to take care of 

needs, and are you going to rob the upper Idaho people of the 

that should be long to them? 

Senator [DworsHAK. That point has not be n clarified. 

Senator Warkins. I want to get that clarified. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I have been away a day or so. I 
ot know you were going along this afternoon. Iam very much 


e 


ested 1n this H. R. 1 over in another committee, and it seems 
ought to be permitted to attend this hearing and that hearing, 
We cannot do both, so somebody has to give ground. 
Senator Jackson. We all understand the problem of being two 
es at once. 
fr. Ostrander ? 
Mr. Osrranper. I was just going to suggest in answer to Senator 
tkins that this assistance to irrigation from power revenues, in our 
least, does not represent much of a burden on the power users 
two reasons in the case of the Columbia Basin project. A good 
of that assistance is furnished after the 50-year-payout period 
for power anyway. In addition, if it were not for irrigation develop- 
nt, more of the Grand Coulee Dam would be allocated to power : and 
eby added to the power costs. So, although it is well over $400 
llion, it is not as serious a burden as some might think. 
Senator Warkins. Some people made an awful noise when we had 
little over $100 million allocated. 
nator DworsHak. Do you know whether it is being planned 1 
ise any of the water that would be i impounde din the high Hells Canyon 
Dam that has been incurred to date in the Northwest ? 

Mr. Osrranper. I believe I could give you some figures now. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. Would you proceed ? 

Mr. OsTrRANDER. In the fiscal year 1954, we sol 1 3.795 million kilo- 
val hours of secondary energy, representing 20 percent of our total 
kilowatt-hours sold in that fiscal year. Our revenue from those sales 
vas $8,198,000, or 18 percent. If you consider that there is practically 

0 cost associated with this sale—in other words it all goes down 
to a net—those secondary energy sales accounted for 98 percent in 
the 1954 fiscal year. 

Senator Jackson. But, as I understand it: Now, in the figures that 
have been submitted today, the secondary power revenue sources have 
not been included in that computation. 

Mr. Ostranver. Well, we probably will have 

Senator Jackson. That is correct, isn’t it ? 


\ 


} 
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Mr. OsrranpDer. That is correct. ] made ome attempts a while 
h idea of what the nonfirm sales might be for the 
ystem, and it is hard to get too firm an estimate. But we came up 
with the figures on the average of $6 million to $10 million a year of 
revenue from the sale of nonfirm power. That 1S, secondary sales, 
Senator JACKSON In the Northwest / 

Mr. Ostranpver. In our syste 

1 


Senator Jackson. Suppose we try to apply th 


pack to get a roug 


at to the Hells 
yo! project. What sort of an approximate revenue would we re 
celve é What would it be a year ¢ 

Mr. Ostranper. Well. I do not believe 

Senator Jackson. That is. under all the three « itegwories that yo 
had, A, B, and C? 

Mr. Osrranper. I do not know whether Hells Canvon would have 


es or not. ] would have to 


senator AC KSON, Would you prepare a Statement fo. the record 
atte) you have had a chanes to take a | iook at it and make an estimate 
Mr. OsrtrANDER. Yes, sir. 


(ihe l aterial r’é ferred to follows :) 


} 
i 
; 


ESTIMATE OF REVENUES FROM NONFIRM SALES 
Based upon the assumptions as to generating units included at the downstrean 
plants with and without Hells Canyon, the nonfir1 les for case A without 
Hells Canyon for an average year would amount to $7,020,000 When Hells 
Canyon is added to the system, these nonfirm sales are increased by $1,570,000 to 
a total of $38,590,000. For critical water year the nonfirm sales amount to 
only $700,000 without Hells Cany: and these sales are not changed by the 


addition of Hells Canyon. This is because there is very little nonfirm power 
available during a critical water year because it is the critical water year which 


establishes the amount of firm power which can be sold For case B the total 
onfirm sales during an average water year without Hells Canyon amount to 

$70,000 When Hells Canyon is added to the other projects in case B, non 
rm Sales are increased by $460,000 to a total of $9,330,000 Che nontirm sales 


on a critical water year basis remain at $700,000, both with and without Hells 
Canyon. The reason that Hells Canyon adds less nonfirm power revenues for 
case B than for case A is that the hydraulic situation is completely changed 
The period of storage release is longer for case B than for case A, with the 
res ut ul at a larger portion of the available secondary is converted to firm power 

De ed estimates for case C are not available, but in general, Hells Canyon 
woul id : ld some nonfirm revenues; but the amount of these revenues would be 





sma onl than for case B because the storage release period for case C is longer 
than for case B 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to suggest one thing for Senator 
Watkins, and I hope he will read it in the record here, that in my 
part of the country we do not have the water problem that they have 
in Utah because on the Oregon coast is where I live and the Washing- 
ton coast where you live we have 80 and 90 inches of rain in some 
places. Yet I never have heard any attac k upon the use of pore 
revenues to subsidize irrigation by a prominent person until the Gov- 
ernor of Oregon a few weeks ago launched an attack on that. I will 
try to make that available to Senator Watkins so he can read it and 

from what source this attack is coming. 

May I ask you one question about the power costs that you brought 
out in your testimony? TI want to compliment you on the excellent and 
complete set ae figures in the analysis you presented to us today. This 
is one thing that I would like to have cleared up for me. What are 
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} trative costs of the power that will be added to the Bonne 
e powel vstem, or would be a lded. by high Hell C( anovi Dan to 
aut will be added, fet us LV, DY a project now under construction, 
aderway, inthe Columb Ls) stem, like the Dalle What Ould 
e relative power ¢ sts of those two projects, tOr eXt mple, }USI 


4 


king the Dalles at random ¢ 
Mr. OstraANvDER. If a similar analysis were made for the Dalles, I 


K vou would find that Lie uhit cost were high r to the powel it 
ded to the system than for the power added by Hells ( anyon. 

Ne ator NEUBERGER. In other wot is, the power CO ts added by the 

Dalles Dam which is now substantially underway would be highei 


a for the high Hells Canyon Dam ? 

Mr. Osrranper. I believe it would, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator JACKSON. Senator Dwors] vik ¢ 
Senator DworsHak. I would like to have you an ” ify something 
hich appears on page 2 of table B, where you list various projects 
cluding Iee Harbor, Little Goose, Lower etedin: Lower Monu- 
mental and John Day, and showing the comparative veneration of 
power with added generators for each of those 5 dams. Why have 
you included those 5 and not Bruce Eddy, for instance ? 

Mir. Ostranper. Table B is based upon a so called phase C 2 stage 
f development as set forth in the 308 Review Report of the Corps of 
Mmnemeers, The projects ° vou mentioned, Bruces Kddy, for example, 

ere not in that. 

Senator DworsHak. Was John Davy included in that ? 

Mir. OsTRANDER. Yes 

Senator Dworsuak. But it has not been authorized yet f 

Senator Jackson. Yes, it is authorized. All of these projects in the 
(2 phases have been authorized. 

Mr. Osrranpver. No, Hells Canyon was not authorized. 

Senator Dworsnak. The five that I mentioned. 

Senator JAcKson. That is what we are here for. 

Senator DworsHak. All of the 5 have been authorized, although we 
have had considerable difficulty in getting the Army Engineer Corps, 
uring the past few years, to testify that the benefit-to-cost ratio on at 
least those 4 lower Snake River dams justifies early construction. Of 
ourse, you are not acquainted personally with the Army Engineer 

Corps dams, is that right? You deal primarily with the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Osrranper. We deal with both, sir, but all of these dams listed 
on page 2 of table B are authorized, I believe, except Hells Canyon. 
nator Dworsnaxk. And the reason for not including Bruces Ed ly 

s for the reason that it was not in the original Bruces Ed ly re port ? 

Mr. Osrranper. Not in the 308 Review Report. 

Senator Dworsuak. Was it included, do you recall ? 

Mir. Osrranper. There were some additional dams, but I do not 
recall whether Bruces Eddy is one of those or not. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. We appreciate having 
your very fine statement, Mr. Ostrander 

Mr. Hoisington, there is one question I wanted to ask in connection 
with Hungry Horse Dam. 
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STATEMENT OF CECIL I. HOISINGTON, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
(Resumed ) 


Senator Jackson. Have you prepared a revised cost estimate based 
on the experience gained at Hungry Horse ? 

Mr. Horstneron. Yes, based upon the experience gained there, in 
cluding also the reduction that I think we would experience by virtue 
of the fact that I testified in the Federal Power Commission hearings 
that there was considerable fat at various places in the estimate of thi 
$356,810,000 figure. 

Senator Jackson. Based on the Hungry Horse experience, what 
would you estimate the cost to be? We are talking about Hells 
Canyon. 

Mr. Horstneron. You are peaking now of what would the cost of 
Hells ( anyon be, based upon the experiencs at Hungry Horse? 

Senator JACKON. Yes. 

Mr. Horstneron. Based on my experience there, I would reduce Che 
power plant cost somewhat. The switchyard cost, the Government 
camp cost, primarily the engineering and overhead cost, would be 
reduced from an average of about 19.8 percent to about 15 percent, 
which would give us the figure of approximately $308,472,000. 

Senator Jackson. Instead of $353,000,000 7 

Mr. Horstnaron. Instead of $353,740,000. That takes into co 

ideration removal of What ] feel is a considerable amount of excess fat 

that was in the $356,810,000 figure which, when indexed to April 1955 

prices, reduced about $3 million on the same type of criteria that we 

ed 1 thie previous est mate. 

Senator Jackson. The en 
t | 


pretty high, as I recall tha 


oineering and investigation costs wer 
reakdown. I do not have it right before 
me. 

Mr. Horstneron. It is $59,020,000 in the January 1952 price, and it 
was reduced—if I can find that copy—We reduced that approximately 
| percent, to $58,489,000, assuming the same percentage of enginee! 
re applied. 

Senator Jackson. But based on the experience at Hungry Horse, 
your statement as of now for the cost of constructing Hells Canyon 
Dam, outside of the transmission lines and the other appurtenances, 
would be about $308 million ? 

Mr. Horsineron. Roughly $308,500,000. 

Senator Jackson. That is, $308,500,000 instead of $353 million ? 

Mr. Horstnetron. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hotstneton. You are entirely welcome, Senator. 

Senator DworsuHak. Could we recall Mr. Ostrander for a moment? 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF EARL OSTRANDER, CONTROLLER, BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION, PORTLAND, OREG.—Resumed 


: ; wa 
ing and overhead would | 


Senator Dworsuaxk. Mr. Ostrander, you have been employed by the 
Bonneville Power Adninistration a good many years, have you not? 
Mr. Ostranver. Since July 1, 1941. 





IN 
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Senator DworsHak. You are acquainted with the recurring short- 
iges of power which have caused brownouts in the Columbia River 
Basin and the territory served by Bonneville Power ¢ 

Mr. OsTRANDER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. What is generally causing that? Can you give 
is a brief observation on what is causing these brownouts ? 

Mr. Osrranper. The brownout that we had early this spring, of 

urse 

Senator DworsHak. One was in September. They usually occur in 
September, do they not? 

\[r. OSTRANDER. Two years ago, I believe in the fall of 1952, we had 

shortage. But I think we should point out, Senator Dworshak, that 

» power that was cut off was the interruptible industrial power. 

Sc itor DworsHak. But in September 1952, the householder and 
the industrial users sulfered, is that not true # 

Mr. Osrranper. By order of the Defense Electric Power Adminis 

ition there was a 10 percent cutback on industrial usage. That was 
wecause of any inability of the Bonneville Power Administration 
»> meet its hrm loads. We could have met all of our loads. 

Senator Dworsuak. When you say you could have met them, was 


| 


ere or was there not an actual shortage of power in the Columbia 
River Basin at that time? 

Mir. Osrranprer. On the system other than the Bonneville Power 
\dministration : ves, sir. 

‘ atol DWORSHAK. But not on Bonneville Powe} ( 


lr. OSTRANDER. No. sir. We could have met all of oul hi com 
senator DWoORSHAK. But Bonneville did cul down use} by i) 
cent ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. By order of the Defense Electric Power Admin 
ration ; ves, Sir 


Senator Dworsnak. Do you think that was equitable ? 
Mr. Ostranprer. I think it was equitable to share that among all 


eople. 

Senator Dworsnak. I remember there were appeals to minimize 

e use of power 1n order to minimize an acute shortage: is that true? 

Mr. Ostranper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I would like at this point to get a little in 
formation from you because I haven’t the least concept of what the 
ictual facts are. Do you feel that we have been keeping pace with 
the requirements of power in the Columbia River Basin? That is, by 
the users, consumers 4 

Senator Jackson. Senator Dworshak, the Columbia River Basin 
DY that you mean the Northwest ? 

Senator Dworsnak. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. The Columbia Basin gets mixed up. One is the 
rrigation area. 

Senator Dworsnak. I mean primarily the area from Lewiston 
lownstream, Lewiston on the Snake River. I do not know how you 
would characterize that, but have we been keeping pace with the 
so-called increased power demands in that area? 

Mr. Osrranper. That is a rather large question which I would like 
to answer in this fashion: We could actually sell a great deal more 
power to industry than we are now selling if we had it. The demand 
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ere, We cannot sunplv it. We can ot. also, assure at this time 
ill OT the energy to the private powel compan that they would like 


} ] ‘ 
i Lle powel 


1 ] } 
to ive Wwe ca LOl rive some alum Uli COlMipaliles al 


ey would like to have 

Ser itor Dworsnak. At that point, | should like to have you tell us 
vhether the priy ite utilities opel iting in the area served by Bonne 
ville Pe ver have bee expal ling th r generating facilities to meet 


Mr. Osrranper. 7J e ha been some expal $101 9 ] believe, on thei 


Senator Dworsnak. You do not have a breakdown as to the com 


parative perce tumes betwee} Fede ul development and private 


Mr. Osrranver. No, sir. 
Senato J \CKSON ‘J atl in be supplied for the record, however, the 
number of private dams and local public utility district and municipal 
lams and vel rating ipacities that have been added, if you would like. 
Senator Dworsnak. Yes, I think so 
Senator Jackson. Shall we put it this way: Suppose that Bonne- 
ville supphes for the record the non-Federal generating capacity 
added into the total output in the Pacifie Northwest during’ the last 
LO years, or since the end of the war. Let us Say for the last 10 years, 
Senator Dworsnak. In one lump? 
Senator Ja KSON. They will have a breakdown to show where it 1s. 
I think that is clear. The total non-Federal generating capacity by 
years and by locations, giving a breakdown with a total. 
The material referred to follows :) 


\ Federal gqeneratio Ne nstalled capacity in the Northwest power pool area 
Total 
kilowatts 
Ve Utility Kilowattsa added added 

1945 City of Tacoma ke 90, OOO 
Idaho Power Co romans 60 
Mountain States seis = : 2, 760 

92, 820 
1946 Idaho Falls ” cicentien aa 1, 500 
Lower Valley Power & Light " 40) 

- 1, 900 
1947 Idaho Falls 5: en id ‘ aes 2, 500 
Idaho Power Co : 2 tastes 17, 100 

19, 600 
1948 Lower Valley Power & Light ; 7 100 
Oreas Power & Light r “ a , 1, 000 
Idaho Power Co os sail i 15, 780 
Mountain States ae calli lak dings leer 1, 800 
Utah Power & Light . one _ S50 

19, 530 
1949 Lower Valley Power & Light . 200 
Oreas Power & Light a at capa ‘ 750 
Idaho Power Co ied as 54, 070 
Montana Light & Power j it — gn 3, 500 
Pacific Power & Light - eee oe 45, 000 


° — 103,520 


t 





ee. es 





ps 


ey 


4 


’ 
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} generatio Ve installed capacity the N 


area Continued 


> B ers Ferry 1. OOO 
Citv of Eugene el 27, 000 
Lower \ alley Power & Light 1, OOO 
City of Tacoma », DO” 
California-Oregon Power Co $2, O00 
Idaho Power Co . 75, OOO 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co » nO 
Utah Power & Light Ly OOO 

LZ iM} 
1951 Lower Valley Power & Light 1, OOO 
City of Seattle 60, 000 
City of Tacoma 3, 500 
California-Oregon Power Co LS, OOO 
Montana Power GO, OOO 
| ific Power & Light : 250) 
Puget Sound Power & Light 5. 000 
Utah Power & Light GO. O00 

whhé ‘ 1) 
1952 Chelan Co. Public Utility District J 67, 500 
City of Seattle 90, OOO 
City of Tacoma !7T. OOO 
California-Oregon Power Co_- . 2? OOO 
, Idaho Power Co SY SOO 
Portland General Electric 5, 000 
Utah Power & Light 60, 000 
Washington Water Power 100, 000 

154. 300 
953 Chelan Co, Public Utility District G7, FOO 
City of Seattle 90. OOO 
California-Oregon Power Co 11. 000 
Pacific Power & Light : 108, 000 
Portland General Electric ed ‘ 14, 400 
Washington Water Power LOO, OOO 

120, 900 
1954 City of Seattle 90, 000 
City of Tacoma : 25, OOO 
Montana Power 7 56, 000 
Utah Power & Light 66, 000 

257, OOO 

10-year total 1, 749, 820 


Senator Dworsnak. One more question. Mir. Ostrander, you have 
followed the development of both Federal and non-Federal power 
generating facilities in the Columbia River Basin. Do you anticipate 
there will be any acute shortage of power v ithin the next 2 or 3 vears? 

Mr. Osrranper. Not in the next 2 or 3; no sir. 

Senator Dworsnak. How soon, if any ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. Unless there is some major or new generation to 
get underway pretty quick, we expect conditions to start getting pretty 
severe in 1960. It takes 5 or 6 years to comp vlete 1 of these big dams. 

Senator Dworsuak. Are you making allowance for the generating 
conditions to be afforded by Mc ‘Nary and the Dalles? Of course, 
the Dalles will not have much generation by 1960, will 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes. It will be pretty well finished in 1960. 

Senator Dworsuak. How many generating units will be on the 
line? ria 

Mr. Ostranpver. All 14. 

_ Senator Dworsuak. That ought to pretty well take care of your 
Increasing load. 
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Mr. Osrranper. Even allowing for all the projects under construc- 
tion, there will still be a severe shortage beginning in 1960 unless 
someone puts In more capacity in the meantime. 

Senator Dworsuax. When you say “someone,” that could be re- 
lieved partially by dams built by W ashington Water Power or any 
other private utility operating in that area, as well as by increased 
facilities installed by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Osrranver. Re gardless of who builds it, power is power. 

Senator DworsuaKk. But you do anticipate that the private utilities 
are going to meet that demand partially. For instance, Cabinet 
Gorge was put in by a private utility, and I have read ae that 
other proposals provide for a comparable development of that kind 
by some of the private utilities. You are taking that all into account 
as you visualize the shortage in 1960? 

Mr. Ostranper. That is right. 

Senator Dworsnak. As well as bringing into full production the 
fac “08; s in Federal dams like McNary and the Dalles? 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes. There is a great deal of interest in the part 
of all organizations, private and public, out there now in endeavoring 
to get some new construction underway. 

Senator Dworsuak. What is the current status of the Northwest 
power pool? Are you functioning without much friction or diffi- 
culty? Has there been a fairly good integration of private and 
Federal power in that distribution system ? 

Mr. Ostranver. Very good, sir. 

Senator DworswHak. You participate in that through Bonneville 
power ¢ 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes. 

Senator DworsHak. And do all of the private facilities participate 
also ? 

Mr. Ostrranper. The Bonneville power system is the backbone in 
that organization. 

Senator DworsHak. But you do have full integration now ? 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Does that extend through Montana and south- 
ward, through eastern Idaho and into the Idaho area ? 

Mr. Ostranper. The Montana Power Co., the Utah Power & Light 
Co. —— 

Senator DworsHak. That is all part of the Northwest power pool 
now ¢ 

Mr. Osrranver. They are all tied together now, yes. 

Senator DworsHax. And you have fully integrated so you can shift 
or transfer power to meet temporary increased demands in any part 
of that whole area ? 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes, sir. Although there is a limited amount of 
capacity, of course, in the transmission facilities connecting the east 
and west groups. 

Senator DworsHaK. Where do you have that connecting link, up 
through Hungry Horse? 

Mr. Ostrranper. Up through Montana Power Co. in the north, 
although we have worked out a contract providing for an intercon- 
nection with the Idaho Power Co., in the south, which will also increase 
the capacity of the systems in the interchange of power when needed. 

Senator DworsHak. But your main connecting link now is the 
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thern one from the Spokane area through the Panhandle into the 
Hungry Horse section ? 
Mr. Ostranper. That is right, sir. 
Senator Jackson. Mr. Ostrander, isn’t one of the unique contribu- 
tions of the Bonneville grid system the fact that they pioneered your 
irge network of transmission lines made up with its principal back- 
as the 220 KV circuit 
Mr. Osrranprer. That is right. We are now going to higher 
oltages now. 
Senator Jackson. To 240? 
\fr. Ostranper. To 345 now in some of them. 
Senator Jackson. Isn’t that a factor in the saving of line loss and 
the economy in the delivery of the power from the dams, from an 
ngineering point of view ? 
Mr. Osrranper. It keeps unit costs down by using the high capacity 
facilities; yes, sir. 
Senator Jackson. And there is hardly an area in the country that 
is that comparable system at this time ? 
Mr. Ostranver. I think we are one of the largest, certainly. 
Senator Jackson. Well, one of the first, at least, to go into it ? 
Mr. Osrranper. That is right. 
Senator Jackson. The first, as a matter of fact. 
Senator Nevrercer. Do vou have any figures showing the average 
capita use of elecfricity in the States of Washington and Oregon 
scompared with the State of Idaho? 
Mr. Ostranper. I do not have them here, sir. I imagine they could 
be obtained. 


Senator NeuBercer. Could they be obtained for the committee ? 
Mr. OsTRANDER. Yes. 
The information referred to follows :) 


Electrical energy use, calendar year 19538 


a A verage revenus 
Total energy Average wes pet er kilowatt 


use per capita aa hours for do- 


customer 
kilowatt-hour kilowatt-hours | t ustom 


ho 
Ulla we - 
hington..... 


Senator Neupercer. I would like to ask another question. Are 

u familiar with the report made by the major private utilities 

the Northwest in 1946 which predicted a surplus of electricity by 

9524 Are you familiar with that report? 

Mr. Osrranver. I remember some talking on that line. 

Senator DworsHaKx. What year? 

Senator Neupercer. 1946. It is a report by the major operating 
itilities in the Northwest, predicting not a shortage but a surplus 
by 1952. I wonder if there is such a report in existence if it could 
e made part of our record ? 

Senator Jackson. Why do we not. have the staff get that? 

Senator ANDERSON (presiding). Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. It is in my office, so I can get it. 
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47 
Senator Anperson. If you have it, it is a perfectly sate que 


Senator Dworsuak. I think it would be equally interesting to have 
inserted as a part of the record the statements made before the Hous. 
\ppropriations Subcommittee on the Interior budget along abou 
1945, at the end of World War II, by Dr. Raver, the then head of 
the Bonneville Power Adm istration, indicating that we would 
have a huge surplus of power. He suggested to the committee, of 

ch I was then a member, that it might be wise to develop new 

i of consumptio1 ove n Canada, where we could send some 
of this surplus power. I think that might also be included in the 
record 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Ostrander, I wonder if you could submit 
for the record an estimate for the next 10 or 15 years of power require 
ments by Bonne ille as presently projected, or if that could be brought 
up to date. I think it 1 quite relevant to this project. 

Senator Anperson. It is going to take 5 years to build, and you 


are going to wonder who is going to buy it 5 years or 10 years 


from now, 
Senator Jackson. That is right. I would lke to have whatever 


Bonneville has worked up. 
Mr. (OSTRANDER. ) es, We have worked up something along that line. 
Senator Jackson. Would you supply that for the record? 
Mr. Ostranper. Yes. 


(The information is as follows 7 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF Eart D. OstrRANDER, DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIVI 
MANAGEMENT, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, ON HELLS CANYON PROJECT, 
S. 1333 


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


Mr. OSTRANDER. On May 2, 1955 at the request of the subcommittee, I presented 
a written statement and oral testimony at hearings held by the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Af 
fairs, on S. 1333. The statement and testimony consisted of an analysis of the 
cost of power per kilowatt for the Federal power system without the high Hells 
Canyon project, the costs per kilowatt of prime and firm power that would be 
added to the Federal power system by the high Hells Canyon project, and the 
cost and capability of the Federal power system including the high Hells Can- 
yon project. The analysis was presented for three stages of development of the 
Federal power system. The results were summarized in three tables, desig- 
nated as tables A, B and C, attached to the written statement. 

The analysis presented at the hearings on May 2, 1955 was based on an esti- 
mated construction cost of $356,810,000 for the high Hells Canyon project. 
That estimate had been prepared a few years ago by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion {t the hearings on May 2, 1955 the Chief of the Estimates and Analyses 
Branch, Construction Division, Office of the Assistant Commissioner and Chief 
Engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, Denver, Colo., called as a witness by the 
subcommittee, testified to a new construction cost estimate of $308,500,000 for 
the high Hells Canyon project. The subcommittee has now requested that my 
analysis be revised to reflect this new cost estimate for the Hells Canyon 
project. I have been informed by Mr. L. N. McClellan, Assistant Commissioner 
and Chief Engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, Denver, that the new construc- 


tion cost estimate consists of: 

For specific power facilities ane 4 ._. $105, 432, 000 
For specific recreation facilities 1, 162, 000 
For joint facilities 201, 878, 000 


Total inion a kukss whievcenisicte nnd pe Sia eee 


The at-site cost data for the high Hells Canyon project, based upon the old 
and new estimates of construction cost, may be summarized as follows: 





a wba. 
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j i powell Ss (] ou ‘ ements ts (Hh) not 
} al Chiaree s hable to t il Ci ‘ i! S\ | ne pM el! 
ributable to the addition of the H s Canyon project to the Federa 
‘ i both he original writtten tutement and he present supplemental 
he ual st payout requiremen ) of addi mai generator units 
ed other powerplants in the system when the Hells Canyon project is 
| em are added with the at te annual costs to determine the 

innual Costs assignable to the increment in syste p ipability a 
ed » the Hells Canyon project as an addition » the Federal system 
of such additional annual costs is $2,408,000 for Case A, $3,692,000 
se B. and &38.651.000 for case C Hence, including the at-site annual 
of $11,356,000, the total annual costs are $13,744,000, $15,028,000, and 


IST,OO0, respectively, for case A, B, and C 


\ttached hereto are new tables A. B. and C which have heen revised to vive 


he high Hells Canyon project 
\t the hearings held, May 2, 1955, on S. 133: 


bmit for the record two additional tabulations, one showing the estimate 


> the subcommittee requested that 








the reduction. as des ribed above, in the estimated construction costs 


i 


ptial investment added by Hells Canyon and the other showing the averave 
unual costs (payout requirements) in mills per kilowatt-hour for the various 


ached to this supplemental statement are corresponding tabulations on capita 
ivestment and costs in mills per kliowatt-hour revised to reflect the new cost 
timate for the Hells Canyon project. 


62506—55 





“Om 


analyses summarized in tables A, B, and C attached to my written statement. 
s+ 


] 
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Taste A.—Summary schedule for case A addition of Hells Canyon project to 
the base system 


Revised Ma 1955, to reflect reduction in estimated construction cost of Hells Canyon project from 
* Lie. 4 tT > PS MW 
Syste System 
a total Added by total 
I. Iter I t without Hells wit 
. ; 
Hell Canyon Hell 
Canyon Canyon 
I ( (d (¢ f 
A I I yut juire ts 
; ae $1, 00( $53,545 | $13,744 $87, 289 
} ul 1 $1,000 st) 0 & O80 R WK 
otal $1,000 83, 715 21, 774 105, 489 
C ‘ r r pabilit 1,000 kilowatt i, 8 SY 1, 72 
Equ t fir powe lo 4, OS 1, 165 6, 14 
4 D quir ents per k 
pr 
e ( ratior . 1 OK 1 6 14. 2¢ 
) mis ¢ 7. 89 OT &. 09 
Nin¢ gy} 91. 89 24. 33 , 
Annual p it require nt , . A i 
fir 
Generation $] 10. 75 11. 80 10.9 
ra ¢ 6.0 6. &9 , 22 
4 Bente > 16. & 1s. G9 ” 
NoTEs.—l. The “Base System” consists of the 12 projects exi ¢ or under construction for which the 





Bonneville Power Administration is the power marketing ag« together with the related transmission 
system. The cost data include only the number of generation units at Chief Joseph, McNary, and The 
alles required to generate prime power capability at the system load factor. Specifically, the number of 








Added in 
In column (d)| «, hatin (e) | Incolumn (f 
un (e 


At Chief Josep! 7 12 2 14 
At McNary 9 > il 
At The Dall 7 10 4 14 


e cost of the added units is assigned to the additional system power capability attributed to 


2 is power available under the most adverse water conditions of record. One kilowatt of 
prime power represents 8,760 kilowatt urs in 1 year 

; the amount t! be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the stated 
after giving effect to 7 percent losses, 75 percent load factor and 1.05 diversity factor. 








wer iS 
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LE B.—Summary schedule for case B addition of Hells Canyon to the phase 
C-2 system with 4,250,000 acre-feet of usable storage at the Libby project 


ed May 17, 1955, to reflect reduction in estimated construction cost of Hells Canyon project from 
$356,810,000 to $308,472,000 











> System 
Added by total 
Iten I t without Hells with 
Hell Canyon Hells 
Canye Canyon 
b d C (f 
Average annual payout requirements 
For generation $1 , OO $117, 417 $15, 028 $132, 445 
For transmissior : $1 OO 5Y, 430 9, 270 68, 700 
Total. - $1 OO 176, 847 24, 298 201, 145 
System prime power capability 1,000 kilowatts 6, 715 1, 122 7, 837 
Equivalent salable firm power lo 8 743 1. 461 10, 204 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
Creneration . $1 17. 49 13 ) 16. 90 
lransmission : $] g gr 8. 26 8 77 
Total $1 26. 34 21. 65 25. 67 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of 
| ble firm 
Generation i $1 13, 43 10, 29 12. 98 
Transmission... $1 6. 80 6. 35 6. 73 
Total... . 20. 23 16. 64 19. 71 


oTES.—l. The ‘“‘Phase C-2 System” as used in this study includes 14 major projects other than Hells 
nyon and 19 minor projects. Glacier View, a major project originally contemplated as part of the C-2 

of development is not included. The 15 major projects are Hungry Horse, Albeni Falls, Grand 
lee, Libby, Hells Canyon, Chief Joseph, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite, 
MeNary, John Day, Priest Rapids, The Dalles and Bonneville. The 19 minor projects include 8 in the 
Villamette Valley, 2 in the Yakima Valley and 9 in the upper Snake Basin 

Prime power is power available under the most adverse water conditions of record. 1 kilowatt of prime 

wer represents 8,760 kilowatt-hours in 1 year 

lable firm power is the amount that can be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the 
prime power after giving effect to 7 percent losses, 75 percent load factor and 1.05 diversity factor. 
litional generator units added on account of Hells Canyon are 


> & 


Project Without Added by Total with 

, Hells Canyon Hells Canyon Hells Canyon 

Chief Joseph 16 2 18 
Ice Harbor 3 l 4 
John Day 12 l 13 
Little Goose 3 l 4 
Lower Granite 3 1 4 
Lower Monumental 3 l 4 
MeNary 13 1 14 
Priest Rapids 16 2 18 
e Dalles 13 2 15 
Hells Canyon-_- ~ o 


OTES.—1. The ‘‘Phase C-2 System,’’ as used in this study, includes 14 major projects other than Hells 
anyon and 19 minor projects. Glacier View, a major project originally contemplated as part of the C-2 
hase of development, is not included. The 15 major projects are Hungrey Horse, Albeni Falls, Grand 

ulee, Libby, Hells Canyon, Chief Joseph, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite, 

McNary, John Day, Priest Rapids, The Dalles, and Bonneville. The 19 minor projects include 8 in the 
Villamette Valley, 2 in the Yakima Valley, and 9 in the upper Snake Basin 

2. Prime power is power available under the most ad verse water conditions of record. One kilowatt of 
rime power represents 8,760 kilowatt-hours in 1 year. 

Salable firm power is the amount that can be delivered to customers under firm contracts from the stated 

me power after giving effect to 7-percent losses, 75-percent load factor, and 1.05 diversity factor 

Additional generator units added on account of Hells Canyon are 
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Wy 
( ( { 
C addition of Hells Canyon to the phase 
f usable storage at the Libby project 
H ( 
4 tal 
it Hell t 
{ IIs 
( ( 
I 
‘ “ * ) ( % he < } 5 
¢ " Hy Wy + 100 OOF 
¢ be 2 7 204, 56 
1,000 kil tt | 961 8, 117 
j 9 3 251 10, 56S 
¢ 16. 71 5. 60 £16. 58 
‘1 & 5] 9. 47 &. 62 
$} ; 99 5 07 5 
¢ 9 83 11. 9S 2.73 
¢ ( { 7. 27 6, 63 
$ 19. 37 19. 25 ), 3¢ 
yi? } fe 7 > 7 } f ( te 1 
quirenents ) 1a8sced on at site Costs ait prence 


r allowances of 7 percent for losses 





st te uct cost of Hells Canyon project fro 
g \) $308.472.0 
i er Kik itt-Nour 
Case B Case ¢ 
py — wm Added | with 
: _by put by fells 
; Hel He ‘ Hells Hells A ell 
( lve ( ( Canyon Canyon , 
is 2 } 07 2.05 1.9 2 
) 09 0 07 1. 04 1. 1¢ | 
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apital investment added hy He Canuvo ln study of A 195 


err Pree 
a 


7 


tal . 
La 


ubt« 





l {i 814 6 
At Hells Canyor | 10ul lloca 
powell 275 42 278 { ~ 
Subtotal for generat 4. 482 549. 3H¢ 40 B56 
South 1 Idaho and integra % x 8 
M t uM i & 70K s Q 
. I vdditional downstream generatio1 6 6 0) 66. 8 
ubtotal for transmission 29 AM 146, OO 143, 700 
fotal generation and transmissio1 153, 982 19 f 19 56 
Hells Canyon non-power 49. 069 49. 069 49. 069 
Line 14 would be if line 21 added 73, 55] 398, 425 398. 49 
Line 20 would be if line 21 added 13, O51 144, 42 1 2 
Figures in parenthe ndicats imt 
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Senator Dworsnak. Is that northwest power pool on an annua 
basis. or indefinite? What isthe arrangement between the Bonnevill. 
power and private utilities ? 

Mr. Osrranper. It is purely a voluntary, informal arrangement. 

Senator DworsHak. Does it cover a specific period, or is 
indefinite ? 

Mr. Osrranper. It is indefinite. 

Senator Nevnercer. How much rel: ationship do you think there 
between the power shortage and Bonneville’s low rate? In othe: 
words, if your rate were materially raised, do you think the power 
shortage would forever disappear or not ? 

Mr. ¢ STRAND! r. I think, Senator Neuberger, that there is conside1 

able so-called elasticit Vv of demand in the electric power business. If 
vou raise your rates high enough, you can certainly stop the shortage 
all right. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Crandall ? 

The people from the Bureau wanted to know if we are through 
with them. May Mr. Ostrander be released? Is there any question 
of him at the present time? We can always recall him. 

You are excused, Mr. Ostrander. 

Mr. Riter, | understand, is going to stay fora while, anc Mr. Hoisit uo 
ton can stay, I believe. 

pes you will just give us notice. Mr. Puls, if anyone has a question 

») put to you, we can get you back on the stand and have anothe1 
question before you de ‘part. 

Thank you, Mr. Ostrander, we appreciate your coming here. 

All right, Mr. Crandall, please identify yourself for the record a1 
tell us what positions you now hold. 


STATEMENT OF LYNN CRANDALL, SNAKE RIVER WATERMASTER 
FOR STATE OF IDAHO AND DISTRICT ENGINEER, UNITED STATES 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Cranpati. My name is Lynn Crandall. I live at Idaho Falls 
Idaho. Iam district engineer of the United States Geological Survey 
in eastern Idaho, and am also watermaster on the Snake River. 

Senator Anperson. For the State of Idaho? 

Mr. Cranpauyu. Yes. There is an Executive order outstanding 
authorizing me to hold both the Federal and State positions. 

A little over a year ago I prepared a statement on future upstream 
dep letion above Hells Canyon which was submitted in testimony to 
the Federal Power Commission. I have had no occasion to change the 
figures in that report since then, and I have supplied copies of it here. 
L will briefly summarize the principal features of it without going into 
too much detail. 

Senator Anprerson. We will include Mr. Crandall’s complete state- 
ment at this point. 
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FUTURE UPSTREAM DEPLETION ABOVE HELLS CANYON 
By Lynn Crandall’ 


rhe discussion of this subject will be divided into various sections as follows: 


The Snake River plain 
This term as used herein applies to the area north of Snake River extending 
ithwest from St. Anthony to Bliss, beneath which the great Snake River 
ind-water flow moves. Generally speaking, the soils in this area, where they 
st, are of a Satisfactory quality for agricultural use outside of local areas of 
i dunes. There exists, however, a wide range of soil depths and depths to 
und water. A large portion of the area is either bare lava rock or shallow 
About 500 feet is assumed to be the maximum pumping lift likely to be 
tained during the Hells Canyon payout period for profitable farming opera- 


in this region. It is possible that greater lifts than this may prove feasible 
er certain conditions but the additional acreage involved is not likely to be 
great magnitude. After examining the available information on this area, 


ding my own observations from driving over it for many years, I believe 
it possibly 400,000 acres may be feasible of development by ground-water 
nping. This figure and other similar ones in this report include the pumping 
velopments already made since 1947. In this section the ground-water supply 
believed to be adequate generally and the controlling elements are good land 
feasible pumping lifts. 
linor tributary streams from the North, Camas Creek to Big Wood River 
this section ground-water pumping will be limited in some cases by available 
ies contributed from the tributary streams. In some of the valleys pump- 
ay be used as supplemental supply for lands that do not now receive a full 
in dry years. It is believed that the total use might be the equivalent 
ipplying about 45;000 acres of new lands. This would include any new 
ge developments on these streams. 


Fort Hall project 
Phere are about 40,000 acres of new land on this project susceptible of irriga- 
probably mostly by pumping from ground water. Some lawyers claim 
it the Indians’ treaty rights would entitle them to so use the water even if 
interfered with downstream Snake River rights. Some small developments 
re already under way by leasing the land for a term of years to whites who 
gree to provide a weil on the land. About half of this area is south of the 
Portneuf River in the Michaud Flat-Bannock Creek region and about half in 
e vicinity of Fort Hall. The lands around Fort Hall have mostly somewhat 


ndy soils. 


Varginal increases to existing projects above American Falls 

‘here is a narrow fringe of good land along the benches bordering the lands 

present irrigated from Snake River along the east side of the valley between 
Ririe and Blackfoot. This may be irrigated partly by pumping from ground 
ater and partly by pumping from existing canals whose water supply will be 

igmented from Palisades Reservoir. Some similar areas exist west of Snake 
‘iver between Roberts and Shelley. During recent years there has been con- 
siderable clearing of brush lands and those subject to flooding in high-water 

ars between Heise and Roberts. All these and others somewhat similar 
elsewhere are estimated to total 15,000 acres starting from 1947. 


Tributary valleys south of Snake River, from Portneuf River to Salmon Falls 

River, inclusive. 

In most of this section ground-water pumping developments will be limited 
ly water supply or pumping lift. In some of the tributary valleys ground-water 
pumping might be used as supplemental supply; in others it would be used on 
new land, It is estimated that the total use for both purposes might be equiv- 
alent to irrigating 60,000 acres of new land. 

6. Bruneau project 

The Bruneau project of about 400,000 acres as heretofore proposed required 

the construction of a dam about 500 feet high on Snake River near Bliss, Idaho, 


‘District Engineer, U. S. Geological Survey, Idaho Falls, Idaho, and Snake River 


watermaster, Idaho State Department of Reclamation. 

















ind the creation of a reser r which would flood Hagerman Valley, ine 
ibout 10,000 acres of gated d and 4 powerplants of the Idaho Power ¢ 
Owing to the likelihood of large leakage through the porous inter-canyon 
fi he site it d W eul le to construct the proposed 
Tl fact, together with the rge costs for property damage, appears to me 
irrunt disear g the | posed large Bruneau project for consideration wit 
the foreseeible future , ] sibility exists, however, of building a sm: 
dam on Snake River in the vicinity of the mouth of Salmon [Falls Creek 
wo he er upstre the f of Shoshone Falls and water ¢« 
le erted fror bove dam to irrigate a portion of the Bruneau proje 
snake Kiver at this point | at present a dependable flow of about 2,800 secor 
feet that ente e river b v Milner which would be sufficient to irrig 
about LOO acres of rT > eau project. This flow may be appreciab 
lessened by future pumping developme n the Snake River plains. Thi 
play is not el udied in detail as to its feasibility and although it wou 
le ess be quite cos re ¢ nd irrigated I have included 80,000 acr« 
n tha : f projects that might « eivably be built during the 50-year payo 
pe d fi Hells Canyo roject, assuming some decrease in present wate 
supp ipstream ground-water pumping. 
7 f 7 Home Pro t 
If the high dam near Bliss heretofore proposed for the Bruneau project 
di rded it v not be possible to supply the second unit of the Mountain Hom« 
project as contemplated in previous plans of the Bureau of Reclamation Mr 
W. G. Sloan has proposed a plan for irrigation of 123,000 acres of the Mountain 
Hom«e project, by a combination of pumping trom Snake River to Deer Flat Reser 
voir and ground-water mp in Boise Valley If this is done it would then 
be possible to irrigute additional 192,000 acres from Payette-Boise River 
Sol s making a totai of 315,000 acres in the Mountain Home project without 
use of the high diversion dam near Lliss. If this area is placed under irrigation 
on the Mountain Home project the ground-water levels beneath the project could 


very well rise to a level that would permit of ground-water pumping for the 
lining 57.000 acres on the Mountain Home project heretofore proposed 
.ithough these matters are somewhat speculative, the good quality of land and 
favorable location of this project appear to me to warrant the belief that some 
plan will eventually be devised for irrigating the full acreage of 372,000 acres. 
Permits granted by the State of Idaho for ground-water pumping since interest 


in this subject started in 1947 are as follows: 





Supplemer 
land \ 
i 
ited 
¢ icre 
47 2. 401 
148 142. 600 34.2 
149 39. 000 73, OO 
195 75. 200 18, 6 
" ) 104. 
) 1, 270 f 
7,870 244, 5 


Figures are for the entire State but nearly all are in the Snake River drainage 


area in southern Idaho. Some of these permits or water filings are no doubt 
speculative and will be canceled for failure to do the development work within 
the time allowed by the permits. In some areas also the permits cover more 
land than can be irrigated from the locally available water supply. However, 


if 

additional filings are being made all the time at the rate of 100,000 acres 
annually and many wells are being drilled by individuals without permits 
ider the provisions of the Idaho Constitution water rights can be so established 
without requiring authorization by the State and abount 20 percent of irriga- 
tion wells drilled to date have been developed without applying to the State for 
a permit Considering these various matters it appears from these water permit 
figures that the total acreage of feasible ground-water pumping projects in Idaho 
on Snake River above Hells Canyon could possibly be as much as 700,000 acres of 
new land since 1947. 
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New-land areas (acres) that might be irrigated by 2010 (Figures include 
developments since 1947) 


Michaud Flat to Neeley (outside of Fort Hall Reservation) —~_--~- eee! 25, 000 
Minidoka north side extension from river flow ee Sie 13, 000 
Snake River plains ground-water pumping’ , PERNA 400, 000 
Minor tributaries Camas Creek to Big Wood River’ Se Bs 45, 000 
Fort Hall Reservation * ae es : a 40, 000 
Marginal increases to existing projects’ a : ; Pe 15, 000 
Cributaries Portneuf to Salmon Falls River *_--.._-__----_-__- 2 60, 000 
runeau project__-- tilled ccs il Seta Ma a tee etna z te 80, 000 
truneau River- se Be ct eaten te imate ea 40, 000 
fountain Home project * sete : ae 372, 000 
Grandview pumping_ eine : . 18, 000 
Weiser River basin * ; : . amides F eal oe eee 25, 000 
Owyhee River basin ’ : : as ; 15, 000 
Other tributaries below King Hill’ 20, 000 
Miscellaneous ground-water pumping areas not listed above ’ sal 132, 000 
Total seaseshieeed meteor == : _ 1,300, 000 


All or partly ground-water pumping. 


The total consumptive use of water in this area will average about 2.3 acre- 
feet per acre actually irrigated. Assuming that 0.3 acre-foot per acre of this 
will be available from precipitation now used by native vegetation and that 10 
percent of the area will be occupied by roads, buildings, small rocky areas, etc., 
ve arrive at a consumptive water use of 1.8 acre-feet per acre from sources other 
than local precipitation applicable to the gross acreage. 

Supplemental use on currently irrigated lands either by ground-water pump- 
ing, or from storage in reservoirs such as Palisades and Anderson, will also 
increase the consumptive use. This is a matter that cannot be calculated with 
iny exactness because it would be small in good water years and larger in dry 
\ears. It might be estimated roughly at 270,000 acre-feet annually which would 
supply 1,000,000 acres with one-half of its consumptive use in 3 out of 10 years. 

Evaporation losses on new reservoirs constructed since 1947 or proposed for 
iew construction, in excess of water losses on the flooded areas prior to reservoir 
construction, will be of the magnitude of 130,000 acre-feet annually. 

The sum of these 3 items, consumptive use on 1,300,000 acres of new lands, 
additional consumptive use from supplemental supply on lands now irrigated, and 
evaportation losses from new reservoirs will amount to about 2,740,000 acre-feet 
annually at the end of the 50-year Hells Canyon payout period. 

If we assume that the Hells Canyon project wiil be completed by 1960. the 
end of the 50-year period would be 2,010. The fizures heretofore given refer to 
developments beginning in 1947 when the ground-water pumping projects 
started. Probably close to 150,000 acres of new lands have already been devel- 
oped since 1947, mostly from ground-water pumping. Assuming a uniform rate 
of increase from now until 2010 the average additional consumptive use since 
1947, during the Hells Canyon payout period, would be 1,650,000 acre-feet 
annually. 

This additional consumptive use will not, however, decrease the stream flow 
at a uniform similar annual rate. The flood waters in years of ample runoff 
will be stored in new reservoirs such as Palisades and will be fed out onto the 
lands in dry years. Ground-water pumping will draw to some extent during 
dry years on water stored in the ground, with the ground-water supply being 
replenished in wet years. As a result the stream flow at Hells Canyon will 
generally be depleted more than the average in wet years and less than the 
average in dry years. 

By reference to the attached Plate No. 1 it will be observed that the gain, 
excluding surface runoff from Big Wood River, in Snake River between Milner 
and King Hill has been steadily increasing during the past decade and from 
1946-50 was running over 300,000 acre-feet annually greater than it was dur- 
ing the 1928-30 and 1938-41 periods in spite of steadily increasing irrigated 
acreage upstream. This would appear to be a permanent increase during the 
future as compared to past years except as it would be modified by new up 
stream ground-water pumping, and is doubtless due to increased canal di- 
versions shown on the diagram, If the increased gain noted in 1951 and 1952 

continued in future years the permanent gain would be greater than the 
300,000 acre-feet above mentioned. 


62506—55 33 
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The Gooding project which began sizable diversions from Snake River i: 
1931 probably is responsible to a considerable extent for the increased gai 
as this project has contributed about 300,000 acre-feet of Snake River wats 
annually to the ground water for a number of years past. The project had 
previously contributed a lesser amount when it received an inadequate water 
supply from Big Wood River The recent gain is even greater if compared to 
the 1931-35 period but it is believed that the comparison will be more useful 
if made with years of similar precipitation on the plains and similar dischargs 
from the streams whose runoff reaches the plains from the north. From Plate 
No. 1A it will be noted that a moderate decrease in the gain occurred from 
1946 to 1950. This may represent the decreased contributions from river losses 
and canal diversions in the upper valley above American Falls in 1931 and 
1934 indicating a time of travel of around 15 years before the ground water 
from those sources appears in the Hagerman Valley springs. In any event 


1¢ 


the gain appears to have resumed its upward trend in 1951 and 1952. 

The years of critical water supply for power production at Hells Canyon 
occur in the period 1929-37 as shown on accompanying Plate No. 2. From 
the mid-date, 1933, until 1947, when the increased consumptive use figures used 
herein start, there was an increase of about 200,000 acres in the irrigated area 
above Hells Canyon which would consume 360,000 acre-feet annually. This 
factor. as far as flow during low-water periods is concerned, is probably more 
than offset by new supplemental storage in such reservoirs as Anderson, Lucky 
Peak, and Palisades that will increase the river flow in low-water periods over 
that which occurred in the past. 

Past experience on the river has been that irrigation of new land from sur- 
face flow of the streams above return-flow sections has increased downstream 
flow during low-water periods. Future expansion of the irrigated area by 
pumping from ground water or diversion of water from the stream in or 
below the return-flow sections will, however, directly reduce the downstream 
flow during low-water periods. 

The drought during the early 1930’s was the most severe and prolonged of 
any that have occurred during the 62 past years of stream-flow records on 
Snake River. The possibility exists that one of equal severity might not occur 
during the Hells Canyon payout period. If one should occur at the midpoint 
of the payout period, it is my opinion, considering all the matters herein dis- 
cussed, that it might result in a runoff at Hells Canyon of about 1,300,000 acre- 
feet less annually than the historic flows that occurred 1929-37. If a dry 
period of this severity should occur at the end of the payout period rather than 
the midpoint, with more land in cultivation, the decrease below the historic 
flows of 1929-57 might be of the magnitude of 2,200,000 acre-feet annually. 

Except in years of well above normal runoff it is quite likely that future 
years will see the flow of upper Snake River controlled so as to practically 
eliminate spills past Milner except for storage rights owned by the Idaho Power 
Company that usually require the discharge of about 155,000 acre-feet annu- 
ally over Milner dam for downstream use by the Power Company. 

Additional storage of about 350,000 acre-feet may be developed on the river 
above Heise and surplus flood flows that would otherwise spill past Milner’ can 
he diverted by new canals onto the Snake River plains, allowed to spread over 
as large an area as possible, and be dissipated by percolation and recharge 
wells into the lavas, thereby replacing in part the water consumed by ground- 
water pumping. Such a project would be expensive and would probably require 
Government financial aid. Similarly any surplus flood waters of Big Wood 
River could in wet years be diverted onto the lava beds north of Shoshone. 
The ground-water reservoir beneath there plains is of great capacity. Water 
contributed to it in the vicinity of Idaho Falls, for example, has to travel 150 
miles underground before it reappears in Hagerman Valley, probably requir- 
ing a number of years to do so. Return flow from irrigation use below Ameri- 
ean Falls will of course reappear in lesser time, ranging from several months 
on portions of the North Side Canal project to perhaps a year or more from the 
Minidoka project. If new upstream reservoirs are built and if the surplus flood 
waters are diverted to this ground-water reservoir it would result in a nearly 
equalized flow of Snake River at King Hill with an increased flow during low- 
water periods and less future depletion at Hells Canyon during low-water 
years than the figures herein suggested. 
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Senator Jackson. This statement is dated April 6, 1953, and repre- 
sents the statement you made before the Federal Power Commission ? 

Mr. Cranpauu. Yes. I was requested to prepare that study by the 
Secretary of the Interior, who had been requested by the Bureau of 
Reclamation to have me make it. They were having several engineers 
prepare similar studies at that time for their information, to get a con- 
census, and this is the one which I prepared. 

Senator ANprerson. We are very happy to have your comments on 
it, Mr. Crandall. 

Mr. Cranparu. On these first several pages there is a description 
of the various units of the projects which I estimated would be irri- 
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ited in the future. I will not attempt to go over those in detail, be- 
ease you can all read the statements under each one of them. On page 
t of the report, I have a tabulation summarizing the different areas. 
| have set them out in detail. They make a total of 1,300,000 acres 
which I estimated might be irrigated by the year 2010, which would 
the end of the 50-year payout period on Hells Canyon, assuming 
that it started in 1960, 

On this 1,300,000 acres of land, I assumed that the average amount 
of water consumed would be 2.3 acre-feet per acre, and that 0.3 feet 
ner acre of this would be supplied by natural precipitation, and 10 
percent of the area would be occupied by roads, buildings, small rocky 

reas and so forth that would not be irrigated. So that gave a con- 

mptive water use of 1.8 acre-feet per acre from sources other than 
ecipitation, applicable to the gross acreage. 

Then, in addition to that new land, there will be some water con- 
sumed as supplemental water use on lands now being irrigated, but 
which in dry years have an inadequate supply from reservoirs, as the 
Palisades Reservoir, and Anderson’s Ranch, and so forth. I estimate 
the additional use there at 270,000 acre-feet annually. Then there are 
the reservoirs themselves, the Hells Canyon Reservoir, Anderson’s 
Ranch, and Palisades and so forth, and the evaporation on those new 
reservoirs I have estimated at 130,000 acre feet annually. 

[f vou add those three new water losses together, at the end of the 
() vear period there would be an increased loss of 2,740,000 acre-feet, 
onanaverage. Al] these figures which I have in here are conservative- 
ly high. I tried to arrive at what I thought would be the maximum 
fieure that might possibly occur. If you take the middle period or 

rage during the Hells Canyon payout period, 1985, 25 years after 
starting, the same year that was used by Mr. Riter, and with this 
2,740,000 consumption at the end of the 50-year period, and a portion 
of this consumption having already taken place, we arrive at an aver- 
age during the Hells Canyon payout period of 1,650,000 acre-feet 
annually. That is about 15 percent of the past historical flow of the 
river from 1924 to date, so that on an average during this 50-year 
period that would represent a reduction in the past flows on an average 
of 13 percent. The reduction by the end of the 50-year period after 
it paid out would amount to something like 21 percent from then on. 

This consumptive use, however, does not decrease the stream flow 
at a similar rate each year. In the high water years there will be addi 
tional flood waters stored in the reservoirs and then that will be poured 
out on the lands in the dryer years, so that in comparison with the past 
we will get a greater depletion in the wet years and a lesser depletion 
in the dry years. 

The return flow from that use of water that has been stored in 
the past and poured out on the lands is reflected in the low water 
flows at Hells Canyon itself. Since the record first started there in 
1911, in the dry years, in the early years, compared to recent years, 
the minimum flow has increased about 50 percent, in spite of the 
fact that over a million acres of land have gone into cultivation. The 
irrigation of this land has affected a redistribution of the flow of 
the stream. Instead of all going down there in the flood water pe- 
riod, it is poured out on the land in large quantities, and have at 
least gone to build up the ground water. That situation, however, 
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will not continue at that rate in the future, because the opportunities 
for additional storage are smaller, the big reservoirs have been built 
and also all this ground water pumping would be a direct drain o1 
this ground water itself. So in my opinion there will be some addi 
tional reduction in the future as compared with this situation i: 
the past on account of the use to be made of the ground water. 

Power production at Hells Canyon is largely controlled by the 
flow during the first half of the 1930’s. That drought was the most 
severe and prolonged of any that has occurred during the past 65 
years that stream flow records have occurred on Snake River. There 
are some students of hydrology who have feit that that drought was 
one that would have an order of occurrence of once in a hundred 
years. The possibility exists that one of equal severity might not 
occur again during the Hells Canyon payout period. 

I thought that perhaps if it did occur during that period, about 
midpoint of it, that it would result in a reduction in that dry year 
period of about 1,300,000 acre-feet as compared to past years. There 
are some possibilities of new storage. There is a reservoir site above 
the Palisades that might store anywhere from 350 to 600 thousand 
acre-feet. There is a possibility, in wet years, of diverting the flows 
of Snake River out on to the Snake River plains and allowing them 
to pond and sink and build up ground-water storage there which 
would help equalize outflow. That storage would aggregate many 
times the average annual flow of the river. It would probably take 
10 to 15 years for the ground water once stored there to drain out. 

There is the matter of the storage at Hells Canyon itself. Mr. 
Riter stated the live storage was 3,880,000 acre-feet, which is about 
3014 percent of the average annular flow of the river. That is not 
a large percent of storage to control a river flow. At American Falls 
Reservoir, the storage there is equal to about 35 percent of the average 
flow of the river. On the Boise River, we have the Anderson Ranch 
and Arrow Rock Dams which have a capacity equal to 42 percent of 
the flow of the Boise River. You should not get the impression from 
this capacity at Hells Canyon that it is proposed to draw out 3,880,000 
acre-feet of storage each year. That is an arbitrary figure based on 
setting a certain assumed level about 280 feet below the surface and 
saying that is a dead water level and we will not draw the water 
below that. 

But, actually, as a matter of fact, it would only be in years of ex- 
treme low waterflow when you needed that water to hold up produc- 
tion at downstream sites that it would all be drawn out. As you 
draw this water out of the reservoir, you lose head, so that your 
production of power decreases due to that loss of head, and it is only 
if the increased flow of water going through the various plants ex- 
ceeds that that it becomes profitable to draw out large amounts of 
water. 

In Mr. Riter’s calculations, he made an average draft on Hells 
Canyon Reservoir during its early years of operation of about 
2,300,000 acre-feet per year, and then after the Columbia River sys- 
tem is fully developed and storage on the Columbia River to supply 
those plants and a somewhat greater depletion on the Snake River, 
he dropped that average annual draft to a million acre-feet per year. 
Only in extreme dry years such as 1931 would the entire amount be 
drawn out. That matter should be borne in mind. 
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Under that system of operation, and considering all these vari- 
ous matters as best one can, trying to look into the ‘future conserva- 
tively, it is my feeling that there will be an adequate water supply 
for the Hells Canyon project. 

Thank you. 


(The following was subsequently received for the record :) 


Estimated water available for storage Apr. 15 to Aug. 15, Snake River at Orbow 


Stream flow: 


Year — anadennet 1962 1977 2008 
Irrigation development from 1948, acres 367,000 725,000 1,196,000 
mum release during storage period, cubic feet per 
econd : 5,000 5,000 2,000 
Year Acre-feet Acre-feet A cre-feet 

29 1, 964, 000 1, 005, 000 971, 000 
330 1, 576, 000 796, 000 674, 000 
} 1, 140, 000 810, 000 397, 000 
132 2, 344, 000 1, 687, 000 1,411, 000 
13 2, 538, 000 1, 882, 000 1, 677, 000 
34 1, 143, 000 646, 000 507, 000 
135 1, 464, 000 1, 136, 000 673, 000 
dt 2, 791, 000 1, 927, 000 1, 848, 000 
137 1, 590, 000 1, 017, 000 768, 000 
438 4, 464, 000 3, 314, 000 3, 393, 000 
139 1, 872, 000 810, 000 1, 045, 000 
910 2, 247, 000 1, 262, 000 1, 481, 000 
41 2, 285, 000 1, 401, 000 1, 416, 000 
42 3, 362, 000 2, 386, 000 2, 354, 000 
943 2, 062, 000 4, 846, 000 5, 083, 000 
444 2, 465, 000 1, 501, 000 1, 493, 000 
445 2, 920, 000 2, 082, 000 2, O18, 000 
Ht 4, 064, 000 2, 753, 000 3, 175, 000 
94 2, 900, 000 1, 710, 000 2, 004, 000 
1948 3, 839, 000 3, 111, 000 2, 912, 000 
Median year i 2, 404, 000 1, 594, 000 1, 487, 000 


Senator AnpERsoN. How long have you been out there ¢ 

Mr. Cranpaty. I came to Idaho in 1910 as a hydrographer on Snake 
River. That is 45 yearsago. For the last 26 years I “have been water- 
master and district engineer. 

Senator ANDERSON, “Experience is a great teacher. 

Senator Dworsuak. One question. Mr. Crandall, I know the high 
regard with which you are held throughout the Snake River Valley 
and Idaho for your diligence and devotion to duty. I do not want 
to embarrass you, and I do not intend this to be an embarrassing 
question. If you think that it is, I shall suggest that you not answer 
it. But based upon your statement, it seems difficult for me to recon- 
cile some of the claims which are made by an overwhelming percentage 
of the directors of the dozens, yes, scores, or possibly several hundred 
water districts and canal companies throughout the Snake River to 
the effect that they are apprehensive that the operation of a high 
reservoir in Hells Canyon, high dam with a large reservoir, would 
seriously conflict with upper watershed diversion for consumptive 
uses. I am not an engineer. I am not a director of a canal company 
or a water district. My only responsibility is to try to arrive at sane, 
logical conclusions. I wonder if you can relieve some of the concern 
and apprehension which I have over the fact that throughout my 
district, and I think you will agree with me, an over whelming number 
of these spokesmen for reclamation are fearful that a high dam would 
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seriously interfere with the higher use of Snake River water for con- 
sumptive uses. If that is embarrassing, I suggest you pass it up. Bui 
if, based upon your experience, you can give me any enlightenment, | 
ean certainly welcome it. 

Mr. Cranpauu. I have been too long in public life to be embarrassed 
by anybody asking me anything or calling me anything. So that 
aspect does not bother me. I think these people’s apprehensions are 
genuine enough and are widespread enough that they do not neces- 
sarily result from a close study of the facts. In the first place, the 
Idaho Power Co. is seeking to invest pe rhaps $150 million in a project 
there. Whatever the flow of the river is going to be, it will be the 
same at the Idaho Power Co.’s plant as it would be if the United 
States built a power dam. The Idaho Power Co., at least, with its 
detailed engineering studies, does not believe that Hells Canyon River 
is going to dry up in Hells Canyon. 

Senator Dworsuak. At that point, Mr. Crandall, of course the 
operation of low head dams and a high dam involve the use of different 
amounts of water? 

Mr. Cranpaty. No. You have the flow of the river. The amount 
of power is equal to the flow of the river times the head, and the onl; 
essential difference is that the Government concentrates the head at 
one point, where the Idaho Power Co. splits it up in three parts, per- 
haps so that it could be built in units which would fit in with their 
demand better. But it does not make any difference about the amount 
of water required as to the total production of power over the site. 

Senator Dworsuax. Again I must reiterate [ am not an engineer, 
and I may be treading dangerous ground. I am visualizing a million 
acre-feet of water coming down into the Snake River Canyon. It is 
my understanding that that million acre-feet of water would be ade- 
quate to operate successively the tliree low head dams. Would that 
million acre-feet of water be adequate to operate a high head dam 
at Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Cranpautu. Yes. It would be more adequate in one way. For 
example, Hells Canyon Dam, to pull a million acre-feet out of it, if 
that was what was available for storage 1 year, that is stored up on 
the top of the large reservoir. 

Senator Dworsuak. If it had a carryover? 

Mr. Cranpatu. You can maintain any amount. You adjust this 
thing into the Columbia River system, and you draw out the amount 
each year to give you any amount you desire to have there. 

Senator DworsHax. What if you did not have any sizable carry- 
over and had only a million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Cranpati. You maintain the carryover. That is what Mr. 
Riter did. He did not have enough water to draw the 3,800,000 acre- 
feet out during the early years. He found he could draw out 3,200,- 
000, and in the later years there was a series of years when he could 
only draw out a million acre-feet, and that is all he would draw out 
v~ach year. But the difference is this: The Idaho Power Co.’s reservoir 
is in the upper third of the Hells Canyon Reservoir. The Hells Can- 
yon Dam will cover all of the area which is flooded by the Idaho Power 
Reservoir and the area between that dam and the Hells Canyon Dam. 
So you get a million acre-feet out of the high dam with a drop of 
around 40 or 45 feet in head, and you pull out your million acre-feet. 
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\fter you have it pulled out you reduce your total head by about 40 


or 45 feet. 


Senator DworsuaKk. But you would run that through only 1 power 
cenerating plant, whereas on 3 low head dams you could run it 
through 34 

Mr. CRANDALL. That 1 dam has 3 times as much head. 

Senator DworsHaKk. Not for the lower one million acre-feet of 
water ¢ 

Mr. Cranpatu. Yes. To draw the million acre-feet of water out of 
he Brownlee Reservoir requires drawing that reservoir down, I under- 
tand, about a hundred feet. So when they got the million acre-feet 
nit of the Idaho Power Reservoir, they reduced their head from 600 

to 00. If you draw a million acre-feet out of the high reservoir, and 
vou have reduced the head from, say, 600 feet, to about 550 feet, you 

ave that extra 50 fe et more head there. It does not matter whether 
you have 1 plant, 2 plants, 5 plants, or anything. The total power 
production 1s equi al to the head times the amount of water. 
~ Senator Dworsnax. It does not take any larger amount of head, 
then, to operate and produce a given amount of kilowatts at a high- 

lead dam than low-head dams? 

Mr. Cranpautt. No. You just have to build up the total amount of 

ead, if you have the amount of water flowing in. Most of this feel- 
ng of the water users, which you mentioned, I think, from watching 
them for many years, comes from past association with some phases 
of government bureaucracy. I was formerly a member of the Idaho 
State Planning Commission, and I well remember when Mr. Ross, 
who was the first Bonneville Power Administrator, I believe, came 
to Boise with a great retinue, and held a public meeting. That was 
during the 1930’s. We told him that we needed the Idaho power 
market to sell the power that we proposed to develop at Palisades. 
We did not want Bonneville coming over and taking the market away 
from us. He said whether southern Idaho wants it or not, Bonneville 
s coming to southern Idaho. That was 20-odd years ago. Mr. Ross 
s dead, but Bonneville still is not in southern Idaho. But, neverthe- 
less, there are a few episodes like that, and even with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, in the disposal of the Government-owned space at Amer- 
can Falls, some of these episodes have given the people a sort of fear 
of being overwhelmed by bureaucratic control. I think that is at the 
base of this feeling that they have, rather than from any clear-cut, 
ictual study of the facts. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Crandall, I just want to ask one question. 
I take it from your testimony that inherent in the construction of every 
irrigation project is a loss of a certain amount of water due to evapo- 
ration. In other words, in order to irrigate you have to store some 
vater. In order to make the water available to a given area, that is. 
In the very nature of that operation you lose some water by evapora- 
tion; is that not right? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. So if you are going to follow the principle of no 
loss of water you would not have any irrigation facilities available in 
this country to irrigate land, would you? 

Mr. Cranpatn. No. You take the entire West. There are large 
losses by irrigation every time. 
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Senator Jackson. But I say if that were to be a factor, and if you 
were going to prohibit any evaporation, then you would not be able 
to construct these projects. 

Mr. Cranpati. No, there is another element of this thing that people 
do not ordinarily think of. They speak about consumptive use and 
evaporation, but that moisture is not destroyed. Where does it go? 
It is transpired from the vegetation, evaporated from the fields and 
from the surfaces of the reservoirs. On the Columbia River and Snake 
River watersheds which are long streams that flow from the east to 
the west, and the prevailing directions of the storms is from the west 
to the east, that is, the storms have to travel over these watersheds for 
long distances before they go over the Rocky Mountains, and at times 
where the barometric and pressure conditions are correct, it is no 
doubt true that a substantial portion of this so-called used water falls 
on the watershed before it escapes over the crest of the Rockies, and 
comes back down these streams some way. 

Senator Jackson. Maybe you could put some radioactive tracers 
in it and we could trace it. 

Mr. Cranpatu. Well, I don’t think actually that we necessarily 
lose all we say we do. There is one interesting thing about these water 
supply records at Hells Canyon. Those records started in 1911, and 
continued up to date, and during that period the year of highest run- 
off was 1952. There has been a million and a quarter acres of new 
land go into cultivation between 1911 and 1952, which is about the 
amount that I have estimated might go into cultivation during the 
future. 

Senator Anperson. You found the runoff of the river larger with- 
out cultivation than before ? 

Mr. Cranpatu. It was the largest year they had ever had, in 45 
years of record, with the year of greatest flow being 1952. 

There were some depletions in those years. I was just suggesting 
that perhaps all of this water we call depletion did not get away from 
the Snake and Columbia River watersheds, that we got some of it 
back before it got-over into Montana, Missouri, and the rest of the 
places. 

Senator DworsHak. You have been a firm advocate over the years 
of using a maximum amount of water in the upper watershed, dams 
like the Palisades, and I think you referred to another dam above the 
Palisades, and you have been in that area since the American Falls 
Reservoir, steering 1,700,000 acre-feet, has been constructed, and you 
have very vigorously advocated upstream storage for diversion of 
water to de ‘velop the maximum irrigation potentialities of eastern 
I laho. 

Mr. CranvDatu. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Anperson. And watching it for a half century has not hurt 
you, has it? It has given you a pretty good background. 

Mr. Cranpauty, That is right. It was a great benefit to the coun- 
try, with all of this water built up. The water running through these 
powerplants now flowed 50 percent greater than it used to 40 years 
ago, and all of this return flow comes back from the streams all 
equalized. 

Senator DworsHax. Do you think the utilization on the north side 
of Minidoka project of ground water, and the use of pumping, will 
seriously interfere with the return flow to the Snake River? 
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Mr. Cranpaty. It will not be an important part of it. It will per- 
haps cause a depletion of something over 100,000 acre-feet, but that 
; not a matter of much magnitude on the river. 

Senator DworsHaK. Much more than that will be used when the 
full 700 units of the north-side extension are completed. 

Mr. CRANDALL. Isn’t it about 70,000 acres in that area, or some- 
thing like that? 

Senator Dworsuak. | think about 7,000. 

Mr. CranpaLn. You multiply that by 1.8, which would be a little 
nder 140,000 acre-feet, and that would be the average annual con- 
umption that goes off into the air. 

Senator ANperson. And do you figure that about a third of that 
would be return flow, or that much ¢ 

\ir. CranDALL. Where there are gravity diversions, probably two- 
thirds of the water gets past us. Many of the canals are large, and 
some of the individual canal systems have a thousand miles of canals 
under one individual system. In the aggregate there are many 
thousands of miles of canals, and the soils are somewhat porous. The 
way the water is used now by those ditches which divert by gravity 
from the river, about two-thirds of the water goes into ground water 
and drains back to the stream. 

This new pumping project which Senator Dworshak refers to, those 
people will pump the water from wells, the ground water, and that 
costs considerable-money per acre. They are unable to use water so 
freely. One reason it is not necessary, the pumps being right at their 
hand, and they do not have these conveyance losses. So perhaps it 
would be 40 percent of the water that they would pump that might 

et back to the stream. 
Senator DworsHak. In some areas they run that water almost con- 
tinuously because they need it. 
sibly affect the return flow of water. 

Senator DworsHak. What do you visualize to be the total amount 
of acreage irrigated from ground water in that whole eastern half of 
idaho under private initiative? It is my understanding that we have 
had about 200,000 acres developed in the last 5 or 6 years. Is that 
ibout true ¢ 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes, since about 1948. 

Senator DworsnHaK. About 200,000 acres ? 

Mr. Cranpann. Yes, 

Senator DworsHak. What do you anticipate in the next 20 or 25 
years to be the total acreage of privately developed land we may 
unticipate ¢ 

Mr. CranpbaLi. Would you call Mountain Home and the Boise Val- 
ley project—would you include that # 

Senator Dworswak. No, I mean farther east, where I am thinking 
of an Aberdeen farmer who 2 years ago brought in an entire section of 
land in 1 spring, in 1 season, from ground water. I am wondering if 
that should be multiplied many, many times, whether that would pos- 
sibly affect the return flow of water. 

Mr. Cranpauu. If you will look on page 4 of this statement of mine, 
there is an item there: Snake River Plains, ground water pumping, 
400,000 acres. That includes the 70,000 acres of the Minidoka north 
side extension, which would mean there would be 330,000 acres, accord- 
ing to my estimate, in that area between Idaho Falls and Rupert that I 
thought would eventually be irrigated by ground-water pumping. 

Senator Neunercer. May I ask Mr. Crandall a question for a point 
of information, Mr. Chairman ? 
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Senator ANpreRson. Yes. 

Senator Neupnercer. Thank you very much for ee exce ‘llent paper 
which has cleared up a lot of things in my mind, Mr. Crandall. 

On page 6 you refer to some of the storage dou owned on the 
river by the GE iho Power Co. I wonder if it woul | be possible, with 
your profound knowledge of the Snake River, if you could show with 
‘ea pointer the various filings and rights owned on the Snake River 
by the Idaho Power Co. on its course through the State of Idaho. 
Would that be possible, so we can see it ? 

Mr. Cranpatt. The Idaho Power Co. has a powerplant just below 
the American Falls Reservoir. and that plant was in existence before 
the reservoir was built. The Government made a settlement with the 
power company where they gave them certain water rights in the 
reservoir and certain power ‘rights. The power company surrendered 
the right-of-way and some of their water rights under that agreement 
that was drawn up along about 1923 or 1924: sometime in there. The 
power company still operates that plant. 

Senator Anperson. The map is not available to place inside the 
record, so we will describe that as an area southwest of Pocatello. 

Mr. Cranpauu. This is an area about 25 miles west of Pocatello, 
at the American Falls Dam, which is at the end of the blue-colored 
area. There isa powerplant owned by the Government at the west end 
of Lake Walcott. which is a storage reservoir, that being the next 
powerplant downstream. That is power that is used on the Minidoka 
proiect of the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

This map does not show Milner Dam, but I imagine that it is about 
10 miles downstream from Walcott, perhaps. It is the Milner Dam 
which is not marked on the map. 

That is where the water is taken out of the river for the irrigation 
of the Twin Falls and Jerome projects. 

Downstream about 10 or 12 miles from Milner, the Idaho Power 
Co. has a high head plant at Twin Falls, on the river. A few miles 
below that they have another plant at Shoshone Falls which has a cou- 
ple hundred feet head. Another 30 miles downstream they have the 
upper and lower Salmon Falls plants. Further downstream, at a 
point about directly south of or Anderson Ranch Reservoir, but on 
the Snake River, they have the Bliss site, constructed several years 
ago. And downstream 20 miles or so is the J. C. Strike plant. 

There are 1 or 2 plants below that with which I am not familiar, 
being south of Boise. Then there is also another plant which I do not 
know whether they are operating or not. They have 6 or 7 plants 
strung along the river there. 

Senator Neunercer. Do they have any filings in addition to those 
plants? 

Mr. Cranpatn. They have filings on the stream below at all of those 
plants, of course, filings that have been made in the State engineer’s 
office, and on those where they have completed the work they have 
the water permits. I believe they have a filing on the flow of the 
river down here at the Brownlee, Oxbow, and Hells Canyon sites. 

Senator Neunercer. Would you say from your experience as water 
master that the Idaho Power Co. has secured, through filings and 
rites, quite a substantial proportion of the flow of the Snake River 
through the State of Idaho? 
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Mr. Cranpatt. Yes. After we get past Milner, which is the lowest 
»lace where we make any gravity diversions, their rights extend down 
the river where there is a sults able power site. They have filed a state 
ment in connection with Hells Canyon and the Oxbow and Brownlee 
<ites. I understand they filed a volunteer statement with the State 
reclamation engineer, relinquishing any claims as against upstream 
irrigation deve .Jopment as far as those filings are concerned. 

Senator Nevpercer. At American Falls, where you mentioned that, 
was the Idaho Power Co. reimbursed by the Government for the re- 
lin quishme nt of those rights downstream ? 

Mr. Cranpaty. They relinquished their rights to the flow of the 
water there. They h: ida plant at Shoshone Falls which would be in- 
volved, and they owned this land at American Falls on which the 
dam is built. The government made a deal with them and paid them 
» million dollars and gave them certain rights to water ae the 
nonirrigation season for the production of electricity and a certain 
amount of storage water in the American Falls Reservoir. That was 
a settlement which was made by mutual agreement between the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the power company at that time as a necessary 
prelude to the building of the American Falls Dam. lal 

Senator NevuBERGER, One thing I have wondered about that million 
dollar settlement with the company: Do you know whether or not 

he Government ~ n billed the water users for that sum ¢ 

Mr. CranpALL. I don’t know. But I imagine it must have gone into 
the cost of the dam. However, there was a provision in that con 
tract permitting the Government to build a power dam itself at 
American Falls for the development of power for irrigation pumping 
for north of Lake Wolcott. The Government has never been author- 
ized by Congress to build that powerplant, so the Idaho Power Co. 
has really had the advantage of power production that would have 
been produced by the Government plant as contemplated at the time 
the agreement was made. 

Senator Nevrercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Anprerson. Are there any additional questions? 

Senator Dworsnak. I have one question. I am reasonably sure, 
and I would like to have your verification, Mr. Crandall, to the effect 
that all of our State and Federal statutes dealing with water resource 
development apply equitably to private development and to Federal 
development. There is no difference anywhere, is there / 

Mr. Cranpaty. Do you have reference to making water filings? 

Senator DworsnaK. Not necessarily filings, but where there might 
develop some alleged conflict with the prior use of water for irrigation 
or domestic use, the Federal Government and private utilities are in 
exactly the same category so far as application of State and I*ederal 
statutes is concerned ? 

Mr. Cranpat. Well, as far as I know, and it is a general opinion 
of law in Idaho, the water rights rest on rights est ablishe d in the State. 
They are either established through the State engineer’s office, or they 
are established by decrees of the court. There is no recognition of 
the Federal Government, so far as I know, having any special rights, 
other than what it gets 
_ Senator DworsHaxk. I mean for the operation of generating facil- 
ities, or storage facilities. I did not refer s vecifically to filings but 
rather in the operation of established facilities, whether they be 
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private or Federal. They are subject to the same regulations and 
statutes ¢ 

Mr. Cranpauu. Well, I think so. As far as I know, they are oper- 
ated by the owners of the reservoirs, whether it is a private company 
or the Government. They operate it as they choose to their own 
advantage as long as they don’t infringe on anybody's rights. 

Senator Nevpercer. Does not the reclamation law itself require 
that State laws be recognized / 

Mr. Cranpauu. I understand it does. At least, the Reclamation 
Bureau has always made filings in Idaho on all of its projects. 

Senator Neupercer. Let me ask you one other thing, if you know 
about this, because I am not sure. When there is a consumptive use 
of water upstream, and the private corporation like the Idaho Power 
Co. owns these rights downstream, does not the company have the 
right to be reimbursed by those people who made consumptive use 
of water upstream ¢ 

Mr. Cranbaw. I said that at the Hells Canyon site they filed a 
written relinguishment of any such claims. At some of these upper 
sites there is no such relinquishment. If the Idaho Power chose to, 
it could bring an action to restrain somebody upstream from using 
water of a later date of priority, but it is hampered in such an attempt 
by public opinion. It is selling the power to these people to pump 
the ground water, and it couldn't ver y well go out there and sue them 
to prevent them from pumping it at the same time. 

Senator Neusercer. But the relinquishment at Hells Canyon does 
not apply to its upstream filings, does it ? 

Mr. Cranpaui. There is some question siggy 38° it applies to the 
J. C. Strike plant, south of Mountain Home. I don’t know enough 
about it to know whether it does or not. But the plants above the 
J.C. Strike plant, I was told by the State engineer, do not have such 
restrictions on them. 

Senator Anperson. We will put into the record at this point the 
report of the Department of the Interior on S. 1333, which, I believe, 
would be construed’as an adverse report. The Department recom- 
mends that S. 1333 be not enacted. 


REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


(The report is as follows:) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 4, 1955. 


Hon. JAMES E. Murrkay, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Murray: This is in response to your request for an ex- 
pression of the views of this Department on S. 1333, a bill to authorize the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake 
River between Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes. 

Briefly stated, S. 1383 would authorize the construction of a high dam and 
associated powerplant in the Hells Canyon reach and would also authorize the 
construction of certain smaller hydro-electric facilities at Scriver Creek in west 
central Idaho. In addition, S. 1333 would provide a framework for using power 
revenues from these works as a means for returning part of the costs of fu- 
ture irrigation developments in the central and upper Snake River Basin, if 
and when such developments were authorized by the Congress. The bill, how- 
ever, does not itself authorize construction of any irrigation developments. 

Bills for the same purposes as §. 1333 were introduced in the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Senate during the 82d and 83d Congresses. No action on 
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y of these bills was taken by the Congress. A comparison of 8. 1333 with 
1664, 83d Congress, reveals these principal differences between the two: 
provides that “The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall 
only such as does not conflict with present and future rights to the use of 
ter for irrigation or other beneficial consumptive purposes, whether now or 
reafter existing, valid under State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake 
1664, there would have been a blanket 
in favor of future upstream depletions of water for irrigation and 
ther beneficial consumptive uses, as well as for existing depletions, pending 
, Colunibia Basin interstate compact; thereafter the operation of Hells Canyon 
id have been in accordance with any apportionments of water made by 
The priority provision in its present form would not remove 
y of the existing uncertainty concerning the extent to which future upstream 
pletions might affect the power output of the Hells Canyon dam. 
1333 would permanently reserve 500,000 kilowatts of power for sale 
» power marketing agencies serving consumers in the Snake River Basin above 
the mouth of the Clearwater River and in all parts of the State of Idaho, whether 
The bill provides that the power shall be marketed 
accordance with the Bonneville Project Act of 1937, as amended. 
de a similar reservation of power, but provided for marketing in accordance 
with the Federal reclamation laws and section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 


its tributaries.” 


- not within that basin. 


1664 would have required the Secretary of the Interior immediately 
following the termination of the national emergency, but in no event later than 
iring the 84th Congress, to transmit to the Congress his recommendations 
itive to the authorization, as a part of a Snake River project, of facilities 

the irrigation of some 192,000 acres of irrigable land in the vicinity of 
Mountain Home, Idaho. 33 provides for such a report to be made during 
» S5th Congress. 
1333 provides for the furnishing from McNary Dam of the power 
needed for construction of the Hells Canyon project. 8S. 1664 contained no such 
The construction of the facilities covered by the immediate authorization 
3 would involve the expenditure of considerable sums of 
We estimated last year that the cost of the Hells Canyon dam and 
powerplant would be almost $357 million. The cost of the transmission facili- 
ties that would be necessary to interconnect the powerplant with the basic grid 
e Columbia Basin power system and to provide for the marketing of the 
power output could come to around $144 million. 
ilities would come to another $50 million. 

In order for the full benefits to be realized from the storage capacity which 
a high dam at Hells Canyon would provide, additional turbines and generators, 
estimated to cost over $58 million, would have to be installed at 9 of the dams 
authorized for construction on 
Of these 9 dams, only 3 (McNary, Chief Joseph, and The Dalles) are 
under construction. McNary is nearly finished, but Chief Joseph is only partially 
ompleted, and The Dalles is in the early stages of construction. 
exclusive of transmission 
The 6 remaining authorized dams (John Day, Priest Rapids, 
Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite) 
; yet reached the construction stage. 
over $1,211,000,000, exclusive of transmission lines. 

While all of these cost estimates are necessarily subject 
light of actual conditions at the time of construction, it 
Government already has an authorized program on the Columbia and lower 

Snake Rivers that would probably require more than $1% billion to complete, 
entirely aside from the cost of Hells Canyon. 
out considering Hells Canyon, the cost of other projects now underway or 
ithorized in the other portions of the Columbia River 
Point), it is even more apprent 
presently committed to a program of comprehensive development of the water 
-acific Northwest that will necessitate very 
Yet the fact is that even this program, big as it is, will 
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ble with those anticipated from a Federal project, the people of the regio 
should be encouraged to utilize, in every proper way, the available capacities 0! 
public or private organizations for doing the job on a non-Federal basis und: 
conditions fully protecting the public interest. By such a course of actio: 
soundly conceived and vigorously pursued, the realization of the benefits of rx 
gional development will be speeded up, and, at the same time, the ability of th 
Nation as a whole to accomplish the ultimate goal will be enhanced. This is 
because the Federal Government will thereby be enabled to devote more of its 
available energies and expenditures toward the realization of elements in the 
total plan that are clearly beyond the practical capabilities of the States and 
other non-Federal organizations. 

The Federal Power Commission now has under corsideration the matter of ar 
upplication for a license to develop this stretch of the Snake River by a privat: 
corporation. It is within the statutory authority and responsibility of that Com 
mission to determine whether or not the plan proposed is adapted to the develop 
ment, conservation, and utilization in the public interest of the water resources 
of the region, and whether or not the same is compatible with the overall de 
velopment of these resources. Extended hearings with relation to this matter 
have been held and the Commission’s examiner has the matter under advise 
ment. This Department has made available to the Federal Power Commission 
all of the information, reports, memoranda, and testimony of engineers and 
other witnesses that have been requested by the Commission 

It is pertinent to observe that S. 1333 would not, in and of itself, authoriz 
the construction of any irrigation works for the Mountain Home area or any 
other area. It is also pertinent to observe that the Hells Canyon Dam contem 
plated by S. 1333 would not deliver water to, or otherwise serve as a physical 
part of, the proposed Mountain Home development or any other irrigatior 
development. 

As a step in bringing out all the facts relating to the irrigation potentials of 
the Mountain Home area, such as possible alternate means of providing water, 
selection of lands for initial development, costs, benefits, sources of financial 
assistance, and all other facets of the problem, the Department is making the 
necessary investigations, within the limits of available funds, and plans to 
report thereon to the President and the Congress as soon as practicable. 

It follows from the above that the Department of the Interior recommends 
that S. 1333 be not enacted. We projwse, however, to continue a study and 
report on Mountain Home irrigation along the lines above expressed. 

Hearings on S. 1333 have, I am advised, been scheduled to begin May 2. In 
view of this, the present report is being submitted to your committee prior to its 
clearance through the Bureau of the Budget. A copy is also being submitted to 
that Bureau with a request that we be advised concerning the relation of 8S. 1333 
to the program of the President. Upon receipt of that advice, we expect to com- 
municate with you further. 

Sincerely yours, DoUGLAS McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Senator AnpERsoN. We will now recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:17 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
the following day at 10 a. m.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 3, 1955 


UnItTEep STATES SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, Dt: 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator 


Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 


Preset: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico (chairman 


of the subcommittee); Henry M. Jackson, Washington; Eugene D 


Millikin, Colorado; and Arthur V. Watkins, Utah. 

Also present: Senators Richard L. Ne uberger, Oregon; Henry C. 
Dworshak. |[daho; and Frank A. Barrett, W yoming, members of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Also present: Senators Wayne Morse, Oregon; and Herman 
Welker, Idano. 

Also present : Goodrich W. Lineweaver, member of the professional! 
staff; Elmer K. Nelson, professional staff engineer; Stewart French, 
general counsel; and N. D. McSherry, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator Anperson. The committee will come to order. 

I wish to say in the beginning this morning that I referred yester- 
day toa letter from the U tah C ‘onstruction Co. with reference to the 
need for heavy construction. This is not a partisan letter in behalf 
of a particular approach or in behalf of a particular project. It just 
happens that I was a little bit interested in some of the activities 
connected with the construction end of Hoover Dam, and then at 
subsequent dam lettings met most of the people engaged in the heavy 
construction industry. There were not too many firms at that time. 

Among others was the Utah Construction Co. I have known Mr. 
Keller, the vice president of the company, very intimately ever since. 
He has written me this letter solely out of his knowledge of my in- 
terest in the heavy construction industry, and I should like to put it 
into the record at this point so it is not lost. It is a very good letter. 
May I read a paragraph or two of it? 

A recent survey covering the major civil works projects of the Corps of En- 
gineers and the United States Bureau of Reclamation (projects which involved 
construction contracts of approximately $5 million or more in size) showed that 
over the last 5 years the number of such projects being started annually by 
these agencies has decreased at least 75 percent, and that the number of major 
contracts required for these projects has decreased more than 90 percent. 

We enclose a graph which shows the alarming decrease in new contracts 
awarded for major civil works construction as contrasted with the rapidly in 
creasing rate of construction as a whole. In addition, this graph shows the 
steadily falling rate of total expenditures for conservation and development 
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projects. With respect to the latter it is to be noted that most of the present 
remaining volume of 1955 heavy construction consists of work on large projects 
commenced several years ago. 

The fact is that while previously commenced projects are rapidly being com 
pleted, the commencement of new major projects has been almost entirely elimi- 
nated. It is true that a number of smaller jobs have been started, but these 
simply will not fill the void created by the elimination of the heavier projects. 
Neither the proposed new highway programs nor continued high-level building 
activity alleviate this situation. They will, of course, help business: generally 
und will provide more than ample work for the contractors and suppliers who 
specialize in these fields, but they will not help those industries whose livelihood 
depends on heavier types of construction. 

It is becoming more evident every day that not enough new large projects are 
being commenced to keep the heavy construction pipeline full nor, in fact, to 
maintain even the present volume of such work. * * * 


I mention that only because I have been interested in trying to get 
a number of these projects considered and reported out. Undoubtedly 
they face a hurdle before they get through the Congress and before 
they will get the signature of the President of the United States, but 
it does seem to me that we need more of these projects rather than 
less, whether they are done—I am not trying to say now whether they 
should be done by a private power company or be done by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, but at least along with it there is a recommendation 
to Congress adopted by the governing and advisory boards of the As- 
sociated General Contractors of America with reference to major 
heavy public works construction programs. 

I am going to incorporate that in the record at this point so we can 
have a look at it. 

(The letter from the Utah Construction Co., together with attach- 
ments, follow :) 

Utran CONSTRUCTION CO., 
San Francisco 4, Calif., March 14, 1955. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As a member of the Senate interested in public 
works development, we wish to call your urgent attention to a serious and wide- 
spread misunderstanding of the present construction boom. Although this so- 
called boom is real as far as total construction is concerned, the fact is that 
major heavy construction is decreasing to a fraction of its former volume. 

A recent survey covering the major civil works projects of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the United States Bureau of Reclamation (projects which involved 
construction contracts of approximately $5 million or more in size) showed 
that over the last 5 years the number of such projects being started annually 
by these agencies has decreased at least 75 percent, and that the number of 
major contracts required for these projects has decreased more than 90 percent. 

We enclose a graph which shows the alarming decrease in new contracts 
awarded for major civil works construction as contrasted with the rapidly in- 
creasing rate of construction as a whole. In addition, this graph shows the 
steadily falling rate of total expenditures for conservation and development 
projects. With respect to the latter it is to be noted that most of the present 
remaining volume of 1955 heavy construction consists of work on large projects 
commenced several years ago. 

The fact is that while previously commenced projects are rapidly being com- 
pleted, the commencement of new major projects has been almost entirely 
eliminated. It is true that a number of smaller jobs have been started, but 
these simply will not fill the void created by the elimination of the heavier 
projects. Neither the proposed new highway programs nor continued high- 
level building activity alleviate this situation. They will, of course, help busi- 
ness generally and will provide more than ample work for the contractors and 
suppliers who specialize in these fields, but they will not help those industries 
whose livelihood depends on heavier types of construction. 
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It is becoming more evident every day that not enough new large projects are 
being commenced to keep the heavy construction pipeline full nor, in fact, to 

aintain even the present volume of such work. No serious repercussions have 
ccurred so far because of the activity on old projects; but the time is fast ap- 
proaching when the full effects of the decline in heavy construction starts will 
ve felt. 

One belief widely held is that major heavy public works construction is a 
depression palliative which can be quickly started to relieve economic stress 
and unemployment, but this idea is entirely erroneous and misleading as was 
recently brought out before the joint congressional Committee on the Presi- 
dent's Economic Report. There is a long period of investigation, planning, man- 
ufacturing and equipping which must precede actual construction on every 
large project and which cannot be accelerated hurriedly. 

We believe that another difficulty is that many Government officials, properly 
desiring to hold total public works appropriations to a minimum, and being 
misled by the boom publicity, have either not recognized that heavy civil works 
onstruction will soon come to a complete standstill or do not appreciate the 
seriousness of the effect that will result. They have evidently not realized 
that the heavy-work pipeline must be kept full by starting new major projects 
regularly in order to avoid serious unbalance in the construction industry and its 
jlamaging effect on employment and the economy generally. 

The most recent evidence of this is in the Federal budget for 1956, which 
provides funds for the commencement by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
f Reclamation of only four’ new major authorized heavy construction projects, 
the largest of which is small when compared to many projects now under con- 
struction. This will mean, at best, only 20 percent to 25 percent of the past few 
years volume of this type of work. 

his entire problem is very serious, not only to those directly concerned, but 
‘Iso in its effect on many other industries. The construction of a major project 

it only stabilizes employment and business in its immediate locality for several 
years—but it also gives major support to the heavy machinery, the heavy truck 
manufacturing, the equipment, steel, cement, sand and gravel, transportation, 
ind other similar industries for the several-year period involved. 

The key to this situation is the commencement of major projects. Contracts 
are still being let on some projects which were started as long ago as 1947— 
Garrison Dam, for example; but the point is that no new Garrison’s, or Oahe’s, 
or MeNary’s are now in the final planning stage—so that the fiscal years 1956 
and 1957 will be virtually dormant in heavy construction even if new projects 
are commenced as soon as possible. 

We wish to make it clear that this letter is not intended as an argument for 
onstruction for its own sake. Obviously, each project constructed must be 
fully justified, both economically and generally. Likewise, this is not an argu- 
ment either for or against the partnership basis of financing projects of the 
kind and size discussed when such financing is feasible. It is simply an effort 
to bring to your notice the necessity for maintaining a reasonably uniform pro- 
‘ram of major project starts geared to our national growth and needs and com- 
mensurate with the levels of economic activity in other fields. 

In the interest of brevity we have held this letter to the shortest possible state- 
nent that would serve to point out the seriousness of this situation. However, 
f you should desire further information, we will be glad to assemble and sub- 
mit additional background and other supplemental data. 

We strongly urge you to initiate and actively support a program which will 
restore a healthy level of activity in the field of major heavy civil works be- 

ause of the far-reaching benefits to be achieved. 
Very truly yours, 
I’. M. KELLER, Vice President. 


t Old River project, Louisiana (Corps of Engineers) Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Wash. (Corps 
f Engineers); Palo Verde project, Arizona-California-Nevada (Bureau of Reclamation) ; 
Santa Maria project, California (Bureau of Reclamation). 
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Major heavy civil works construction projects started by the Corps of Engineers 
1 I ] I 
and Bureau of Reclamation and resulting construction contracts—Fiscal years 
19 49 to 1956, inclusive 


Corps of Engineers Bureau of Reclamation Total 


Fiscal year 


Number of Number of | Number of | Number of | Number of | Number of 


projects contracts projects contracts projects contraets 

1949 2 10 ww: 7 12 17 42 
1950 4 13 3 4 12 17 
1951 7 l 1 6 s 
1952 ) 12 4 4 9 16 
1953 3 8 3 3 6 ll 
1984 l 1 2 2 3 3 
1955 § l 1 2 2 3 3 
1956 4 2 2 2 2 4 4 

1 Includes only projects requiring contracts of approximately $5 million or more. 

2 Includes projects started prior to 1949 for which major contracts were awarded during years 1949-55, 
Inciusive 

Actual and scheduled starts and contracts 


4 Forecast based on Federal budget for 1956 


\ RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES ADOPTED BY THE 
GOVERNING AND ADVISORY BOARDS OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF 
AMERICA ST, Louts, MO., SEPTEMBER 27-29, 1954 


~é 
MAJOR HEAVY PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 


The geverning and advisory boards of the Associated General Contractors of 
America, meeting in St. Louis, September 27-29, recommends that Congress 
carefully consider these facts: 

1. A serious misconception exists as to the nature of the present construction 
boom so that, while the grand total for all construction remains high, the 
volume of government expenditures for heavy civil work continue to decrease. 
These Federal projects constitute the main volume of heavy public works; 

2. This decline is so precipitous as to be alarming—Federal heavy works 
awards for the first 7 months of 1954 being approximately 30 percent under 
those for the same period in 1953: 

8. Furthermore, most of the current major awards represent contracts for the 
final sections of previously started large projects; and virtually no new starts 
of major projects are being made—in fact, recent dispatches indicate that the 
present policy is to entirely curtail new starts on Federal civil works projects ; 

4. The nature of heavy construction is such that it cannot be turned off in 
time of boom or quickly started anew in time of recession, but in order to 
do so must maintain at all times a minimum volume of active major projects 
so that skeleton construction organizations may be held together ; 

5. Because of the specialized type of plant, management organizations, and 
skills required for heavy construction work, this segment of the industry cannot 
be readily converted to lighter kinds of work: nor can organizations once dis- 
banded be quickly reestablished ; 

6. Unless a sufficient number of new starts of major projects are made,in 
1955 and each of the following years, the volume of heavy work will fall entirely 
below the level necessary for the preservation of this segment of the industry. 
Such a disruption would so cripple heavy construction that it would be unable 
to rapidly accelerate in time of recession or to adequately meet the demands 
of any national emergency. 

7. Mining, manufacturing, transportation, supply, and many other industries 
all have a large stake in heavy construction; and Federal expenditures in this 
field not only result in widespread employment but also undergird the whole 
economy. 

We urgently request that Congress make adequate appropriations so that a 
sufficient number of new staarts on major public works projects designed to 
develop our natural resources will be made in each succeeding year. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Fernald? 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Chairman, at this point could I just 
note that my office received a petition signed by 3,000 people from the 
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States of Wisconsin, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and New Mexico, 
asking for the passage of 5. 1333, and I ask that just the preamble be 
included in the record, with the notation that there were 3,000 signa- 
tures from those various States. 

Senator ANperson. That will be done. 

(The preamble to the petition follows. ) 


A PETITION 


To The Congress of The United States: 

We, the undersigned citizens of the United States, believing that construc tion 
of a high dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon 
will assure Maximum comprehensive multipurpose development of the middle 
Snake, and will contribute materially to the economic growth of the region and 
the national economy and security, do respectfully petition that Senate bill 1333, 

thorizing a Federal multiple-purpose high dam at Hells Canyon, be passed 
by the Congress. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON H. FERNALD, CHIEF, PLANNING BRANCH, 
NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, PORTLAND, 
OREG. 


Senator Anperson. Will you state your name and your position 
for the record, Mr. Fernald. 

Mr. Fernatp. Mr. Chairman and menrbers of the committee, my 
name is Gordon H. Fernald. I am Chief of the Planning Branch of 
the North Pacific Division, Corps of Engineers, located in Portland, 
Oreg. 

The North Pacific Division has supervision over the activities of 
the Corps of Engineers within the Columbia River Basin and the 
Oregon and Washington ocean drainages, coastal drainages, and the 
Territory of Alaska. It includes the Columbia River Basin, and 
the North Pacific Division prepared the review report of the Columbia 
River commonly referred to as the 308 Review Report, and published 
as House document No. 531, 81st Congress, 2d session. 

I do not have a prepared statement this morning, Mr. Chairman. 
[ am reporting here on rather short notice. I am prepared to answer 
questions and to discuss the flood control and navigation aspects of 
House document No. 531 and such adjustments as may have been made 
= that time. 

Unfortunately, the Corps of Engineers has had neither funds nor 
authority to make a complete review of the Columbia River Basin 
since the preparation of House document No. 531 in 1947 and 1948, 
and therefore our studies are not up to date insofar as the overall 
picture is concerned. 

Senator Jackson. That is known as the 308 report? 

Mr. Frernaup. Yes, sir, the 308 Review Report. The original 308 
report was written back in 1932, and this is a review of it. 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Fernald, in 1953 the Congress gave the 
Army Engineer Corps some funds with which to make an extensive 
study in the middle Snake River section, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Just the middle Snake River section. That is a por- 
tion of the Columbia River Basin. 

Senator Dworsuak. Has that survey been completed ? 
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Mr. Fernavtp. That survey has been completed, and the report is 
now in preparation for submission to the Congress. The Bureau of 
the Budget has not released it as yet. 

Senator Dworsiak. It has been submitted to the Bureau of th 

sudget ? 

Mr. Fernatp. That is correct. 

[ am sure the committee is fully familiar with the 308 report. Just 
briefly, the main control plan was the initial portion of the compre 
hensive plan of development recommended in the 308 report. The 
salient features of that plan, in addition to construction of certain 
multiple-purpose projects, in addition to the existing Bonneville proj 
ect and the Grand Coulee project of the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the McNary, Chief Joseph, and Hungry Horse projects which were 
under construction, and the four lower Snake River Dams which were 
authorized but are not yet under construction—the following projects 
were included in that report: Libby, Albeni Falls, Priest Rapids, 
John Day, Hells Canyon, and The Dalles. It also included in the 
main control plan the review projects on the upper Clark Fork. How 
ever, this project could not be recommended in view of serious objec 
tions by local interests. 

In addition, the —_ control plan included the adaptation of the 
Grand Coulee project for flood-control operations. It included im 
provement, modification, and extension of the lower Columbia River 
levees, completion of the Columbia-Snake River inland waterway, 
extending navigation from the sea to Lewiston, Idaho, and then 
utilization of several reservoirs in the upper Snake River Basin, 

soise, Payette, and the upper Snake, for flood control use in addition 
to their constructive irrigation purposes. 

The need for flood control was very evident in 1948 following the 
third largest flood of record, which occurred in June 1948 and reached 
a crest of 1,010,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. The maximum 
flood of record was in 1894, and reached a crest of 1,240,000. The 
second largest. of record, which is seldom referred to, was in 1876, 
which reached a crest of 1,020,000, slightly greater than the 1948 flood. 

That flood caused damages tot: alling $78,800,000 in the lower river, 
and that was based on 1948 prices, of course. Today that flood would 
cause infinitely greater damage, possibly in the neighborhood of twice 
that amount. 

In 1951 the revised evaluation was made of the flood plain in the 
lower river, and it was found that the damage that would occur within 
the 1894 flood plain would approximate $300 million. 

It was recognized that a large proportion of these damages could 
be prevented, either by the construction of levees or by upstream 
storage, or both. It was recognized as impractical, however, to at- 
tempt to control these floods by either one or the other alone, but that 

. joint program would have to be developed which would represent 
the maximum economy of funds and the maximum efficiency’ 

As a result, the main ra plan established the criteria of con- 
trolling the 1894 flood of 1,240,000 cubic feet per second to 800,000 
cubic feet per second at The Dalles, the balance of the control to be 
accomplished by levees. 

The 1948 flood would be controlled to 700,000 cubic feet per second, 
and lesser floods to a smaller amount. 
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The problem of obtaining enough storage to provide that control 
prese a .d itself in that it was difficult to find sites. It would require 
14.300.000 acre-feet of storage to contro] the 1894 flood if that storage 
could be located at The Dalles itself. Unfortunately, it is not possible 
to provide that amount of storage at The Dalles. It is impractical 
and would be uneconomical. 

Consequently, it was necessary to go upstream and find storage 
sites on the upstream tributaries. The sites available in the ¢ ‘olumbi: a 
River Basin were very carefully studied and very carefully analyzed. 
A number of alternative projects were available. A number of alter- 
native sites were available. Selecting the most economical and the 
most effective combination of projects which were considered most 
acceptable to the people of the area at the time, resulted in a main 
control plan of the following projects: Libby, Hungry Horse, Glacier 
View, Albeni Falls, Grand . ‘oulee, Hells Canyon, Palisades, 3 
projects in the Boise Valley, 2 projects in the Payette Valley, the 
Cascade project, and the Garde n Valley project which was being 
recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, te Priest Rapids project, 
and the John Day project on the lower river. These 2 projects pro- 
vided a total usable storage of approximately 27 million acre-feet. 
Used to control the 1894 flood, approximately 21 million acre-feet of 
that storage was filled. 

The status of those projects to date, briefly, is: 

The Libby project has been authorized. 

Hungry Horse project has been constructed. 

The Glacier View project or alternate is yet to be found. 

The Albeni Falls project has been constructed, although that 
provides essentially local flood control. 

The Grand Coulee project is available for limited flood control 
operation since modification has not as yet been accomplished, and 
we have 114 million acre-feet of usable storage there in lieu of the 
5,300,000 which we could obtain. 

Hells Canyon project has not been authorized. 

Palisades project. is now under construction. 

soise Valley projects are under construction. 

The Cascade project of the Payette Valley has been completed. 
However, it is not entirely usable at the present time. 

The Garden Valle ‘y project has not been authorized. 

The John Day project, although authorized, is subject to question 
at the moment as far as flood control is concerned. 

We have, therefore, a total of 7 million acre-feet of usable storage 
completed or under construction, and a little less than 20 million acre- 
feet of storage yet to be obtained. That is 26 percent available of the 

v7 n million, and 74 percent to be obtained. 

enator DworsHak. At that point, could you elaborate on what 
plans were included in that 308 Report to control the floodwaters of 
the Clearwater watershed ? 

Mr. Fernavp. Sir, the Clearwater River at the time was investi- 
gated with reference to flood control and the Kooskia project was 
se = ‘ted as the best project for development on the Clearwater River. 
» Kooskia project, located just above the north fork on the main 

‘aa of the Clearwater, would provide ample storage to completely 
control the Clearwater River, which is a major flood control and was 
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considered for inclusion in the main control plan. However, at the 
public hearing held at that time on the Clearwater Basin, the Kooskia 
project was seriously objected to by local interests, and consequently 
was left for future construction and was not included in the main 
control plan. 

Senator DworsHak. It was objected to because its construction 
would flood out the town of Kamiah. 

Mr. Frernaup. Yes, sir; there were several towns. There were also 
some agricultural lands in the valley and some Indian lands involved. 

Senator DworsHak. Was that the only project proposed on the 
Clearwater watershed ¢ 

Mr. Frernaup. That was the one which was actively considered 
at that time for the main control plan. Other alternate sites were 
investigated to a lesser extent, but were not included. 

Senator DworsHak. Since that time, until the 1953 funds were 
made available, nothing was done to find an alternate site for a mul- 
tiple-purpose dam to supplant Kooskia 4 

Mr. Fernartp. No, sir. We were without authority or funds to re- 
investigate the Middle Snake River Basin until 1943. At that time the 
investigation was reopened and the Kooskia project was again exam 
ined and found to be impossible of attainment. So the investigations 
were carried upstream to find sites in the upper reaches. After going 
through a number of sites, we found the Bruces Eddy project on the 
north fork of the Clearwater River, and Penny Cliffs project on the 
middle fork of the Clearwater River available and acceptable in 
general as storage projects for multiple-purpose uses. 

There are minor objections to those projects from fisheries and 
conservation agencies, but there are no major objections reported as 
yet other than those. 

It was found that those projects would fit into the main control plan 
and could be utilized as a part of the flood-control program of the 
Columbia River Basin. They have been favorably considered by the 
field offices, and are now awaiting action by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator DworsHak. Was Nez Perce considered in the 308 Report! 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir. Nez Perce was also an alternative project 
considered. The Nez Perce project, located on the Snake River just 
below the Salmon River, was found to be an ideal project for inclusion 
in the main control plan, since it would control] the Salmon River and 
the Snake River flows in one large reservoir. However, located below 
the mouth of the Salmon River: and thereby blocking the Salmon 
River for easy access by anadromous fish, it was violently objected to 
and it was found desirable to leave that also to future construction at 
that time, as fish passes might be engineeringly feasible. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Has any alternative site for Nez Perce been 
proposed to take care of the floodwaters of the Salmon River? 

Mr. Fernarp. Not on the Salmon River. The Salmon River has 
been investigated. It was in the 308 Report, and also at the time of 
this middle Snake River report. The Salmon River is a very im- 
portant fish spawning area. It is highly important for the anadromous 
resources, and consequently dams constructed on this stream would 
necessarily be in the upper reaches of the river. 

There are several sites in the upper reaches of the river which would 
be small and would contribute to flood control, navigation, and power. 
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However, they are 1 not mi jor contributors, and since they block, even 
on the small tributaries, certain fish passes, they have not as yet been 
proposed for construction. 

Senator DworsHak. With the exception of the Nez Perce Dam, then, 
the 308 Report referred to no dam project, multiple-purpose project, 
which would successfully impound the waters of the Salmon River? 

Mr. Fernaxp. No, sir. That was the Freedom Dam project which 
was on the Salmon River, and was deferred. Subsequent to that, a 
project at the Mountain Sheep site on the Snake River was investigated 
and considered as an alternative. That project has subsequently been 
nvestigated by the Bureau of Reclamation, and they are now pro- 
posing, I believe, a lower project at the site in combination with 
another project in the upper reaches called Pleasant Valley. I believe 
the Bureau of Reclamation has probably reported that to you. The 
Mountain Sheep site would not be a storage project. It would be a 
run-of-river power project. The Pleasant Valley site would provide 
a small amount of storage just below the present Hells Canyon site. 

Senator Dworsnak. Would either of those impound any water from 
Salmon ¢ 

Mr. Fernaup. No, sir; neither one would. They are both above the 
Salmon River. 

Senator NEuBercer. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Pesce ~ NEUBERGER. I want to ae several things. First about the 

almon River, in his testimony in Portland the Governor of One 

iveested that import: unt flood ¢ conse would he prov ided by damming 
the Salmon River. Is it not a fact that about half of the spring 
Chinook salmon run, if not more, goes up the Salmon River é 

Mr. Frrnavp. I do not believe anyone has obtained factual figures 

that, Senator. The Salmon River is known to be a very important 
spawning area for the Chinook salmon, and possibly the proportion is 
of that maenitude. We are presently conducting a research program 
in the Pacific Northwest, and one of the items of business of that pro- 
gram is to determine what proportion of fish actually do go into the 
Salmon River. 

Senator Neupercer. Could the flood control which has been pro- 
posed on the Salmon be constructed without being a serious obstacle 
to migrating fish ¢ 

Mr. Fernavp. All the tributaries of the Salmon River are important 
to fish in one degree or another, and no major storage could be con- 
structed on the lower reaches of the Salmon without being an obstruc- 
tion to fish to one degree or another. The science of passing fish over 
dams I believe is improving from time to time, and we hope some day 
we can have adequate facilities. However, at the present time it would 
be an obstruction. 

Senator NeuBERGER. Can you pass fish over a high dam or only over 
i relatively low dam, Mr. Fernald ? 

Mr. Fernavp. It 1s a matter of degree, | believe. The fish pass 
facilities at Bonneville and McNary I believe are reasonably success- 
ful. Most fish experts would agree with that, I believe. However, the 
passage of fish over higher dams has not been proven as yet, and there 
are very serious questions as to the adequacy of present techniques. 

Senator Neunercer. Is there not an additional problem, not only on 
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the upstream passage, but if they were so high, the fingerlings would 
be destroyed coming down? 

Mr. Frernauip. Yes. The problem is really twofold. The problem 
is one of passing the adult fish upstream to spawn, and the second 
phase of it is passing the fingerlings downstream on their way to the 
sea. The problem of passing fish upstream is really of less consequence 
than the ones coming downstream, because fish ladders and elevators 
have been proven relatively successful once the fish are induced to enter 
thém. The problem of screening the downstream migrants to keep 
them out of the turbines and out of the spillway is a problem which has 
not as yet been solved. 

Senator Neusercer. Just one other question, if I may, not on the 
fish question. 

You referred to the disastrous flood of 1948 and the damage done on 
the lower Columbia. If Hells Canyon Dam, as contemplated, had then 
been in existence, what diminution would have been made in the crest 
of that flood, if any? 

Mr. Fernawb. Sir, it depends upon the other projects that were in 
existence at the time. Of course, the project by itself would make a 
small contribution. On the assumption that the Grand Coulee projects 
were operated for flood control at the time, and it was not, but if it 
were in existence and had it been operated for flood control and had 
the Hells Canyon Dam been constructed and in operation at that time, 
it would have reduced the flood at Portland about 0.7 of a foot. 

Senator Nevpercer. In your opinion, would that have been a contri- 
bution to preventing the break-through or collapse which occurred at 
Vanport City, or not ? 

Mr. Fernavp. I would not have any judgment as to whether that 
would have been a controlling feature. Seven-tenths of a foot might 
or might not have made the difference. 

Senator Neuspercer. But it would have been valuable, in your 
opinion, in the general area? 

Mr. Frernap. Yes, sir, in the evaluation of flood-control benefits, 
we consider each tenth of a foot as being of certain value. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Senator DworsHak. One question at that point. Could you put in 
the record the amount of floodwaters coming down the Snake, the 
Salmon, and the Clearwater in the spring of 1948 which contributed 
to the flood? Do you have that available? 

Mr. Frernaw. Yes, sir, I have those figures here. 

Senator Dworsuak. I think the committee would be glad to have 
that. 

Mr. Fernaxp. In the 1948 flood, the volume of flood flows between 
the 14th of May and the 30th of June, in order to get them all on the 
same basis, are as follows: 

Clearwater River at Spaulding, 3,940,000 acre-feet. 

The Salmon River at Whitebird was 2,905,000 acre-feet. 

The Snake River at Oxbow was 1,789,000 acre-feet. 

The Snake River at Clarkston, which includes all of those plus some 
other tributaries, was 9,807,000 acre-feet. 

That is the total flow, then, from the Snake River in the flood volume 
between May 14 and June 30. 

As far as peaks are concerned, in the 1948 flood the peak flow at 
Spaulding was 177,000 cubic feet per second; the peak flow at White- 


BRS vee ew. ot 





HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 527 
rd on the Salmon River was 103,000 cubic feet per second ; and the 
ve ek flow on the Snake River at Oxbow was 85,100 second-feet ; and 

e peak flow on the Snake River at Clarkston was 389,000 second-feet. 
T he proportion of flow in that particular flood was largely from the 
Clearwater River. The proportion in the 1894 flood was slightly dif- 
erent, in that the Snake River itself contributed a larger proportion. 

I have those figures also, if you would like to have them. 

Senator DworsuaK. Yes. That w: is probably due largely to the 
fact that there were no storage reservoirs on the Snake River at that 
time. 

Mr. FerNnaLp. Sir, other factors such as revervoirs might have had 
in influence, but they distribute according to the weather pattern. 
(Quite often the patterns are very different. 

Senator DworsHax. Put them in the record. 

Mr. Fernawp. All right, sir. 

For the 1894 flood, the volumes are as follows: For Clearwater River 
it Spaulding, 7,700,000 acre-feet; for Salmon River at Whitebird, 
6,600,000 acre-feet; Snake River at Oxbow, 7,300,000 acre-feet; the 

Snake River at Clarkston, 23,800,000 acre-feet. 

The peak flows were as follows: At Spaulding, 156,000 cubic feet 
per second; at Whitebird, 120,000 cubic feet per second; at Oxbow, 
130,000 cubic feet per second; at Clarkston, 409,000 cubic feet per 
second. 

Senator Anperson. I had somebody prepare a brief for me on this 
308 Report because I did not think I would find time to read the com- 
plete report, as it was harmonized in the April 9, 1949, agreement 
between the Secretaries of Army and Interior. ‘This summary shows 
that the comprehensive plan for the Columbia River would develop 
ibout 125 million acre-feet of storage for flood control and river regu- 
lation, about 32 million kilowatts of firm power, some 500 miles of 

nterrupted inland navigation, totaling more than 8 million acres 
of land serving fish resources, and developing mineral and other 
esources. That is what you have been saying, is it not, roughly? 

Mr. Fernanp. Yes, sir. That is the comprehe nsive plan, long-range, 
or what you might call the ultimate goal for development at that time. 

Senator Anerson. The core of that comprehensive plan is this main 
ontrol plan, is it not ? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. The main control plan includes the Hells 
{anyon Dam. 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir, it includes the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Anprerson. Does it include the high Hells Canyon Dam or 
he three smaller dams ? 

Mr. Frernaup. No, sir, it included the high Hells Canyon Dam, 
House Document 531. 

Senator Anprerson. As I have had it represented here to me, the 
nain control plan by 1960 or 1970 would achieve about 27 million 
icre-feet of storage for flood control. Is that about right? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir. The main control plan would provide a 
total of 27 million acre-feet of usable storage for flood control 
purposes. 

Senator Anprerson. By 1960 or 1970, somewhere in there ? 

Mr. Fernavp. At such time as they were all completed. 
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Senator Anperson. Yes. About 12 million kilowatts of hydre 
electric power ¢ 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. This represents about 7 million acre-feet, or 
about a fourth of the flood-control goal of the maim-control plan ha 
already been achieved ¢ 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir, 26 percent, I believe. 

senator AnpersoN. I have no other questions. Are there other 
questions ¢ 

Senator NruperGer. I want to ask one along the line of your ques 
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fernald said 27 million acre-feet would be the total storag: 
provided by the master plan, the main control plan. What proportior 
of that would be provided by the Hells Canyon high dam? 

Fernatp. The Hells Canyon high dam in the 308 report pro 
vided 3,280,000 acre-feet of the 27 million. By a quick calculation 
here, that is about 12 percent. 

Senator Neveercer. The Hells Canyon high dam would provide 12 
percent of the total storage envisaged in the overall 308 plan? 

Mr. Fernaup. Twelve percent of the total usable storage, yes, sit 

Gentlemen, the navigation benefits are really rather minor, but co 
incidental to operation of these main-control-plan reservoirs in the 
interest of power and flood control, there are certain minor benefits 
which will accrue to other water users, the navigation benefit creditable 
to the main control plan, as the result of this operation 

There is an increase in low-water flows in the lower river, and also 
the result of possible navigation on these reservoir pools. 

The navigation benefits which were credited to the Hells Canyon 
project in the 308 Report totaled $189,000 annually. ‘These were sav 
ings in transportation costs on the pool, reduced dredging in the lowe 
part of the Snake River above Lewiston, and then the saving in main 
tenance cost in the lower Columbia River. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DworsHak. Those navigation benefits are a long way off, 
though, because they require the construction of many dams which 
have not yet been considered. 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. I might make it clear, Senator, for the 
record, that the benefits contained in House Document No. 531 were 
based on the completion of the main control plan and represented an 
average for the 50-year life of the main control plan and the existence 
of certain projects which necessarily are key projects in the comple- 
tion of the plan. 

For example, we can’t have slackwater navigation on the lower 
Columbia River until we complete John Day. After that time we 
must have a short growing period or development period before 
navigation reaches any sizable magnitude. The 308 Report benefits 
were all on an average over the 50-year life of the project and were 
not first added, incremental, or spot values. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Fernald, is it possible that if the dams 
were completed on the lower Snake between Lewiston and the mouth 
of the river, and Hells Canyon were in existence, that that would aid 
in bringing slackwater navigation to Lewiston, Idaho ¢ 

Mr. Fernagp. The ‘slackwater. navigation to Lewiston, Idaho, is 
dependent upon the foiir lower Snake River Dams. The Hells Gan 
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on project is substantially upstream from there and is a storage 
project and does not materially affect those projects other than pro- 
-iding additional water in the low-water season. 

Senator NeuBerGer. Do any of the other upstream projects, such 

on the Clearwater, involve any navigation benefits at all? 

Mr. Fernavp. Only with the downstream improvement of low- 

iter flows. The Clearwater projects are similar to Hells Canyon or 

ny upstream projects. 

Senator NeuBerGer. They involve no navigation benefits other than 
that ¢ 

Mr. Fernavp. Not directly, no, sir. 

Senator AnpeRSON. Are there additional questions ? 

Senator NeuBerGer. I should like to ask one additional question, 
f I may. 

You made reference to the Clearwater projects. Is there also a fish 
problem on the Clearwater projec ts, or not? 

oe FrrNatp. Yes, sir, There is a reported fish problem on the 
Clearwater projects. The Clearwater River at one time was also 

very important spawning area for anadromous fish. Some years 

eo a dam was constructed on the Clearwater just above the town of 
Lewiston, which resulted m a blocking of fish passes. 

Senator Neupercer. Is that a private or Government dam? 

Mr. Fernavp. That is a private power dam, by the Washington Wa- 
ter Power Co. That project seriously depleted the salmon runs on 
the Clearwater River. There are, however, some steelhead runs which 
till inhabit or utilize the Clearwater Basin as well as some native 
{ sh. 
It is the hope of the Idaho Fish Commission that they will be able 
to reestablish salmon runs on the Clearwater River, and with that re- 
establishment the Clearwater could very well become an important 
salmon stream again, in which case the passage of fish over the dam 
would be an element of consequence. 

Senator Neusercer. Just one other qeustion on the fish. From 
the knowledge you and the Corps of Engineers have on that, if you 
named any one tributary in the Columbia Basin that was most im- 
portant to migratory or anadromous fish, as you call it, which would 
you say that tr ributar y would be, from the knowledge now at hand? 

Mr. Fernap. The most important tributary / 

Senator NewBercer. Yes, or river in the area, as far as spawning of 
fish is concerned. 

Mr. Fernawp. Sir, I believe that is really within the fish department, 
but it is my understanding that the Salmon River is one of the most 
important, if not the most important single tributary. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Fernald, has the Army Engineer Corps 
during the past decade had any extensive deve lopment of tributaries 
n the lower basin looking to future construction of hatcheries and 
other fish developments w hich would offset some of the loss of salmon 
runs resulting from the series of dams in the lower basin? My under- 
tanding is that about $20 million have been earmarked and author- 
zed for expenditure in the lower basin, and probably at least half of it 
has already been expended. Is that true? 

Mr. Fernaup. There is a lower Columbia River fish plan, Senator, 
vhich is being administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service, which 


provides 
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Senator Dworsnak. With funds from the Army Engineer Corps? 

Mr. Fernavp. The funds are obtained through our budget, yes, sir 
They are included in our’ budget, but they are turned over to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service at the Washington level, and they ad 
minister them directly. 

Senator Dworsuak. How much does that amount to so far. d 
you know ¢ 

Mr. Frrnaup. No, sir, I do not have those figures. 

Senator Nevpercer. Along the line of Senator Dworshak’s ques 
tions, has there ever been any experiment with transplanting a rur 
of the magnitude of the Salmon River run? 

Mr. Frernaup. The only comparable transplanting with which | 
uni in any way acquainted would be the transplanting of fish in con 
nection with the Grand Coulee project. 

Senator Neupercer. That was the Leavenworth Hatchery. 

Mr. Fernavp. They were transferred first into hatcheries, and then 
later they were transplanted into the Okanogan and other tributaries 

Senator Neupercrr. Was the Coulee run in any way comparable in 
size to the Salmon River migration in numbers of fish? 

Mr. Frernavp. I could not answer that. It was a substantial run, 
however. 

Senator Anprerson. Any further questions? If not, we thank you 
very much, Mr. Fernald. We realize that we gave you very short no 
tice, and you have given us a good report. 

Are there any other witnesses from the Corps of Engineers ¢ 

Mr. Fernarp. No, sir. 

Colonel Whipple said he would be available if there are any ques 
tions you would like to ask him. 

Senator AnpEerson. We will have some outside witnesses in support 
of the bill, unless, Senator Dworshak, you have someone you wish to 
bring in at this point while we are dealing with these people from the 
Department. Very well. 

QO. A. Knight, representative of the Oil Workers Union. 

Mr. Knight, will you identify yourself for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF 0. A. KNIGHT, VICE PRESIDENT, CONGRESS OF 
INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ACCOMPANIED BY LEO GOODMAN, 
SECRETARY, CIO COMMITTEE ON POWER, ATOMIC ENERGY, AND 
RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Knieur. Yes, I will, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is O. A. Knight. I am president of the Oil, Chemical & 
Atomic Workers International Union of the CIO, and chairman of 
the CIO national committee on power, atomic energy, and resources 
development. 

I have with me my associate, Leo Goodman, who is secretary of the 
CIO committee on power, atomic energy and resources development. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which I do wish to sub- 
mit. We have some rather indistinct copies here now. We have some 
better copies coming over in a very short period of time. They should 
be here in 5 or 10 minutes. 

Before proceeding with my prepared statement, I wish to make it 
quite plain, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that I am 
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ot an engineer or an expert on power. ‘That is not my field, but I 
e been a citizen of this country for some 52 years and a citizen 
terested in the welfare of our country. As such, I have studied some 
our past history, the history of the rather wasteful utilization of 
fo rests, of the plowing up of m: ny, many acres of land that might 
r have been left unplowed. After some study, not only of these 
0 fields but of quite a bit of the utilization of our natural resources, 
| ive cume to the conclusion that we have been extremely wasteful 
e past, and that for several reasons we must be extremely careful 
the utilization of our resources in the future, all of our resources. 
In the first place, Mr. Chairman, I believe that this nation is a 
tion with a very rapidly growing population, and that in the fu- 
e this land of ours is going to be forced to provide for a vastly 
‘ater number of citizens then we have at the moment, provide for 
r economic welfare, to provide food, to provide employment and 
iny other things of that nature. We of the CIO have given careful 
ada ‘ration and attention to these problems, and we have come to 

» connie that from here on out, with respect to our natural 
rces, including our waterpower, it is essential in the interests of 

economy of our nation that we get the optimum of results. 
That is particularly true now in view of the fact that we are politi- 
ly and on an international basis perhaps the leading nation, and 
ne of us is able to estimate the type of crisis which may confront 
the near futuré, and the need of these resources and the need of 
power that we can obtain through maximum utilization of our 
, et cetera. 

W ith that preliminary statement, and again reiterating that I am 
an engineer or an expert in these fields, that is, the scientific end 
f it, 1 do wish to express the viewpoint of the people that I represent. 
In behalf of the CIO, I wish to express its appreciation of the op- 
portt nity to appear before this committee in support of Senate bill 
}, a bill to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance 


of the Hells Canyon Dam. 


t 


The national CIO has supported fullest development of the Colum- 

i River for many years. In 1945 the CIO came out for fullest de 

velopment of a number of river basins in this country as part of a 
program known as the Murray plan. 


In 1949 we published a proposal along this line entitled “The Mag- 
ificent Columbia.’ 
We are convinced that S. 1333 is one of the most important bills 
fore Congress today. Along with the bill authorizing the Colorado 
liver storage project, which we are supporting, we feel that the au- 
orization of Hells Canyon is a necessary next step in the country’s 
ver basin program. 
Tl he CIO stands firmly for certain basic principles guiding the na- 
s resources activities. All of these are embodied in the bill under 


considlenaiaail These principles, applied to the Columbia River 


basin, require the following: 


In the first place, the F ederal Government should go forward with 
e comprehensive development and use of the Columbia River, in- 
uding its tributaries, according to the plan which has been approved 

‘ep at a time by Congress, providing the broadest benefits of the 
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river to all the people for purposes of reclamation, irrigation, powe 
navigation, recreation, wildlife, and all other beneficial uses. 

In the second place, this Columbia Basin plan should include th 
maximum utilization of the hydroelect ric power resources of the basin, 
including a sound system of major storage reservoirs and generating 
stations integrated and coordinated both hydraulically and electri- 
cally. 

In the third place, the plans for marketing the power should assure 
the people of the region an abaundance of power at the lowest possibl; 
electric rates to stimulate both residential and rural use of electricity 
and the further development of industry based on the region’s wealth 
of resources. 

In the fourth place, the plans for marketing the power should in 
clude delivery to load centers through Federal transmission facilities, 
and a preference to public and cooperative electric systems as pro 
vided by every Federal power marketing law enacted by Congress 
since 1906. 

In the fifth place, the power marketing plan should include pro 
vision for direct rates of Federal power to large industrial consumers 
to assure the basic industry which serves as a key to sound regional 
economic expansion, and the programing of sufficiently large blocks 
of new power to meet. the needs of expanding industry as well as the 
growth requirements of systems distributing to rural and urban com- 
munities. 

The fundamental issue at stake in the Hells Canyon project con 
troversy is whether this Nation intends to adopt a long-range policy 
of scientific resource development, or prefers haphazard, oppor- 
tunistic exploitation. The first means that, if we act intelligently, we 
can obtain the greatest sustained yield from our renewable resources, 
and thereby perform one of the operations essential to preserving na- 
tional strength and growth over a long period. The other means 
undevelopment, waste, a deteriorating standard of living, and even- 
tual decay of our modern scientific culture. Unless we manage our 
resources wisely we shall inevitably join the long procession of dead 
civilizations. 

Now the first immediate issue as we see it involves the additional 
capacity and energy which the high dam project will provide. This 
may be summarized as follows: 

(1) A high Hells Canyon Dam means increase of electric generation 
potential in all downstream generating facilities, because of the four 
million acre-feet storage capacity, as against one million acre-feet of 
storage in the Idaho Power Company project. The additional power 
capacity is essential as a defense measure. We have examined the 
ev.dence placed in the record of hearings before the Federal Power 
Commission on Project Nos. 1971, 2132, and 2133, and have concluded 
that the weight of evidence supports the conclusion that this project 
will add approximately 1,120,000 kilowatts of prime power to the 
Columbia Basin system when developed according to plans, as com- 
yared with only about 675,000 kilowatts of prime power which would 
be added by the inferior proposal of the Idaho Power Co. 

(2) The evidence in the Federal Power Commission h sarings also 
supports the conclusion that the prime power available as a result 
of the high Hells Canyon Dam would actually provide the inte- 
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erated Columbia Basin power system with about 1,450,000 kilowatts 
of salable firm power at 75 percent load factor, with reasonable allow- 
ance for diversity and transmission system losses. This compares 

ith a corresponding total of only about 875,000 kilowatts of salable 
power from the Idaho Power Co. projects. 

This raises the first immediate issue which Congress will decide 
n favor of conservation by enacting S. 1333. The CIO holds that it 
would be derelict to its duty to the workers and farmers of the Pacific 
Northwest and the Nation as a whole if it failed to say with emphasis, 
we as a people cannot afford to sacrifice more than a half a million 
kilowatts of low-cost power capacity to the demands of private power 
monopoly. 

On a 75 percent load factor basis, this 575,000 kilowatts of addi- 

onal capacity which will be available to the Northwest if the high 
He lls Canyon project is authorized, would provide annually nearly 
314 billion kilowatt-hours of low-cost electricity ot meet the needs of 
the region. This is not opinion. It is engineering fact. And, in view 
of the fact that the high Hells Hells Canyon project is at least as 
economical per unit of output as the Idaho Power Co. three low- 
dam alternative, it would appear difficult to justify action which would 
forever deprive people of this block of energy. 

This additional power and energy means more jobs, more business, 
more prosperous farming, more regional development, a healthier na- 
tional economy in the future. I will discuss this important fact fur- 
ther after a brief word on the economy of high Hells Canyon Dam 
power. 

Let us consider for a moment this second issue, the issue of low-cost 
power as a stimulus to healthy regional development and higher living 
standards. Again we have recourse to our review of the testimony 
in the license proceeding before the Federal Power Commission, sup- 
plementing information placed in the record by Interior Department 
witnesses In previous Congressional hearings. 

Our conclusions from this review may be summarized as follows: 

(1) On the basis of the entire investment necessary to make this 
power available, including transmission facilities and additional gen- 
erators at other dams made possible by Hells Canyon storage, “the 
high Hells Canyon Dam will contribute power to the Columbia Basin 
system at between $19 and $20 per kilow: att- year as a Federal project. 
This compares with a cost of between $32 and $36 per kilowatt-year 
for the power which the Idaho Power Co. three-dam alternative 
project would contribute to the Pacific Northwest. 

(2) Even assuming Federal construction of the three-dam alterna- 

ve project, the cost of power per kilowatt would be slightly more 
than the cost of high Hells Canyon power, and the large additional 
power available as a result of the high dam project would certainly 
swing the balance to the latter project so far as the interest of the 
region and the Nation is concerned. 

(3) The difference in cost per kilowatt-year means a difference 
between electrical energy for from 3 to 314 mills per kilowatt-hour 
for the high Hells Canyon project, and between 5 and 514 mills for 
the Idaho Power Co. three-dam alternative. 

(4) This difference between about 3 mills and about 5 mills in 
the rate at which energy from this great hydroelectric power resource 
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can be sold means the difference between encouragement and dis- 
couragement of the location of certain electroprocess industries using 
the mineral resources of the region. Of major importance in this con- 
nection are the great phosphate resources located within transmission 
distance, which could be transformed into low-cost phosphate ferti 
lizers for the farmers of the West if a 3-mill rate for power makes 
possible use of the electrofurnace process. 

The decision of Congress on this bill to authorize Federal construc 
tion, operation, and maintenance of the high Hells Canyon Dam, as 
a key project in the Federal Columbia River Basin program there- 
fore involves far more than the issue of public versus private develop- 
ment of a single site on the Snake River tributary of the Columbia 
River. 

It involves convenience for city and rural homes, jobs for industria] 
workers, prosperity for farms, and, more generally, the future expan- 
sion of the regional and national economy based on the fullest pos 
sible use of our resources. 

In terms of the development of this single Federal project, as con 
trasted with the inadequate development proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co., authorization of the Federal high dam will mean ulti- 
mately at least 50,000 more jobs, $180 million more in annual payrolls, 
and about $525 million more in annual products, according to Bonne- 
ville Power Administration ratios of jobs to kilowatts. 

But this measures the effect of just a single project. If the decision 
on Hells Canyon is recognized as a key policy decision involving the 
future of the Columbia River Basin program, then vastly larger 
gains or losses in employment and industrial output are at issue. 

The present situation is largely the result of the shift from unified 
development of the Columbia River Basin, with the power marketed 
through a Federal transmission grid, to local responsibility for power 
development, with private power companies playing the chief role. 

Now there is expert testimony in the Federal Power Commission 
hearings on the Idaho Power Co. application for a license, indicating 
that private development is always less complete development—less 
hydro out of a given river because private demand for high profits 
limits what proves out economically. ; 

In New England, for instance, where the Federal Power Commis- 
sion estimated that public development of the rivers would provide 
more than 3 million additional kilowatts of hydroelectric power, the 
New England Council reported that on the basis of private develop- 
ment there was only 500,000 kilowatts that could be economically 
developed. 

But, as I have already pointed out, we do not need to assume such 
extreme differences. All we need do is take Hells Canyon as a sample. 
I have what I believe to be well-supported figures, showing that the 
people of the Pacific Northwest will get only about 60 percent as much 
power out of this site if it is developed in accordance with the Idaho 
Power Co. plan instead of the Federal high dam plan. 

Let me apply that ratio to the 30 million kilowatts which the 
Federal Power Commission estimates is still to be developed from 
the country’s greatest power river system, the Columbia. 

The answer is that, if Federal Power Commission authorization 
of Idaho Power Co. development of the Hells Canyon site is to estab- 
lish a pattern of piecemeal, mainly private, development for the 
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future, the region and the country may lose something like 12 million 
kilowatts of low-cost hydroelectric power that might otherwise be 
leveloped. 

That ultimate possible loss from a change of policy would be about 
0 times as great as the loss of salable firm power from failure to 

leve lop the high Hells Canyon project alone. 

But, conservatively assuming an eventual loss of only 10 times 
that resulting in substitution of the Idaho Power Co. for the Federal 
Government at Hells Canyon, the loss to regional development and 
full employment in the United States would be tremendous. To put 
he results of such a change of policy simply : 

Failure to enact this bill, authorizing Federal development of the 
igh Hells Canyon Dam, as a sign of changed policy, will threaten 

ie loss of at les ast half a million jobs i in industr y and trade as a part 
of the region’s development. 

Failure to enact this bill, authorizing Federal development of the 
high Hells Canyon Dam, as a sign of ‘changed policy, will threaten 

» loss of at least $1.8 billion in annual wages in industry and trade 
as a part of the region’s development. 

Failure to enact this bill, authorizing Federal development of the 
hi eh Hells Canyon Dam, as a sign of changed policy, will threaten 
the loss of over $5 billion in annual | products as a factor in both regional 

nd national development. 

The expansion of our economy, whether we look at it from a regional 
» a national viewpoint, is closely tied to the availability of low-cost 

ectric power in abundance. 

This was emphasized in the June 1952 Report of the President’s 
Materials Policy Commission, entitled “Resources for Freedom.” In 
the foreword to volume IIT, emphasizing the strong interrelationships 
among energy resources, the Commission says: 


Equally important, it (the Commission) wishes to stress the basic importance 
of ample, low-cost energy, along with technology, as the foundation on which 
industrial growth is built and a prime essential in supporting national security. 


In chapter 4 of this volume the Commission indicates that to sup- 
port a doubling of the Nation’s output - all goods and services in the 
25 years 1950 to 1975, the demand for electric e nergy may be expected 
to increase two and one-half times. This means, it says, a demand 
for 1,400 billion kilowatt-hours around 1975, as compared with 389 
billion kilowatt-hours generated in 1950. The quote continues: 


The country has enough of all energy resources—waterpower, oil gas, and 
particularly coal—to support a rise in electric energy supply of this magnitude. 
The major question is whether the supply will, in fact, be expanded rapidly 
enough and without a rise in real costs. 


The Commission discusses the question of cost of future power with 
particular reference to effect on the country’s economic growth, as 
follows: 


The general economic objectives of keeping costs of all materials as low as 
possible applies with particular force to electricity, because it enters into the 
cost of practically all goods and services produced in the economy and into the 
budget of nearly every family. Even though electricity typically represents only 
a small fraction of total production costs for most items, a substantial increase 
in its real costs, reflected in correspondingly higher prices to industrial and other 
consumers, could have a considerable retarding effect on economic growth. The 
impact would be particularly serious upon the electroprocess industries, which 
thrive because of lost-cost electric power, and upon which the United States must 
depend heavily for solving some of its difficult materials problems. * * * 
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This emphasizes the importance of prompt enactment of S. 1333 
which would authorize construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the Hells Canyon Dam, particularly as it will indicate the intention 
of Congress to go forward with such programs where they are neces- 
sary to assist in building regional support for increased population 
or in bringing down excessive electric rates. 

And let me reemphasize the view of the CIO that each year’s ad- 
vance in our economic life brings out more clearly the fact that 
abundance of low-cost power is a key to future expansion which is 
necessary to assure full employment for industrial and commercial 
labor as well as prosperous family-size farms. It is a well known fact 
that the power industry’s most optimistic forecasts of electric power 
requirements are always being exceeded. 

Actually, the Paley commission forecast of 1.4 trillion kilowatt- 
hours output of electric energy by the year 1975 has already been 
rendered out of date by the rise in our population, our productivity, 
and our standards of living. This is evidenced by the forecasts of 
the Electrical World, trade journal of the electric industry, in its issue 
of September 20, 1954. On the basis of thorough analysis of the im- 
portant trends in American economic life, it predicts that utility out- 
put of electricity will reach the 1.4 trillion kilowatt-hour level 5 years 
earlier, and that the total output in 1970, including plants owned by 
industries, will be about 1.5 trillion. 

Projecting the country’s demand for electricity further, the General 
Electric Co. speaks of prophecies placing the figure at 5 trillion kilo- 
watt-hours by the end of the century. 

Such figures reveal the tremendous importance of a power policy 
which will provide the abundance of low-cost power necessary to 
meet the expanding needs. 

It is the CIO’s opinion that the time has come for the American 
public, and for Government, to give full and serious consideration 
not only to the immediate needs but to the long-range needs, especially 
in the field of power. Power is essential. As citizens of the country 
we have attempted to the best of our ability, to take a look at the over- 
all picture of the present utilization of our power sources, as water, 
and to the needs of the future, and on that basis we have given strong 
support to the full utilization of our rivers for that purpose. 

We feel that S. 1333 is of great importance as part of a sound 
Federal power program. But we also favor this bill as we favored 
the Colorado River storage bill because it will assist in providing more 
irrigation works for dev elopment of the arid lands of the West. It 
has been Federal reclamation policy since the first decade of the 20th 
century that irrigation water and electric power should work hand- 
in-hand for the developme nt of the arid States, establishing the basis 
for homesteading as well as industrial development. The two pur- 
poses combined have been recognized as an essential team in pulling 
the economic load of irrigation where water is hard to come by and 
would otherwise flow in great eroding floods, wasted to the sea, while 
duststorms ruin millions of acres. 

The CIO has supported the high dam at Hells Canyon for a number 
of years on the basis of a careful review of the engineering documents 
and other material submitted by the Bureau of Reclamation. We have 
checked it against material offered by critics of the proposal and have 
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found that the Bureau’s engineers have been guided by a true sense 
of responsibility for comprehensive river basin development for all 
purposes looking to the best development of the West. 

In this connection we have been particularly impressed by the way 
in which their testimony in the recent proceeding before the Federal 
Power Commission supported the high Hells Canyon project in spite 
of the fact that the policy of the Department of the Interior had 
shifted with respect to the issue between this key project in the 
Columbia Basin program and the Idaho Power Co. counterproposal. 
We were also impressed by the way in which the testimony of Interior 
Department engineers and other experts stood up against the efforts 
to break them down. 

It was through careful study of engineering, economic and statis- 
tical information from the same Bureau of Reclamation source, apply- 
ing the same criteria that we applied in the case of Hells Canyon, 
that led us to the conclusion that we had been wrong in opposing the 
Echo Park project in the Colorado River storage plan. We saw that 
proposed alternatives would not meet the requirements of the Gov 
ernment’s obligation to the people of the region, and we did not hesi- 
tate to change our position when all the facts were before us. 

The CIO feels that development of the West, its agriculture and 
its industries, using to the full its great resources, is tremendously 
important to the Nation’s future. We are convinced that sound Fed- 
eral river basin programs will play a major role in this development. 

We therefore urge that Congress act favorably on S. 1333 in order 
that the Federal Hells Canyon project may be undertaken as the next 
important step in the development of the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator Mitirkrn (presiding). Are there any questions? 

We thank you for your very interesting statement. 

Mr Knicrr. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator AnpEerson, Thank you very, very much, Mr. Knight. I 
appreciate the fact that Senator Millikin has also thanked you. 

Wallace Campbell ? 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE J. CAMPBELL, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE, COOPERATIVE LEAGUE OF THE USA 


Mr. CAmpBeLL, My name is Wallace J. Campbell. I am director 
of the Washington office of the Cooperative League of the USA. The 
Cooperative League is a federation of consumer, service and pur- 
chasing cooperatives across the nation, serving more than 2 million 
farm and city families throughout the United States. 

A very large part of our membership is made up of farm supply 
cooperatives which have a direct economic stake in the proposed high- 
level Federal dam at Hells Canyon. The other members of our asso 
ciation, which own other types of co-ops, also have a stake as con- 
sumers in this project—a stake which I will be happy to develop a 
little later in this testimony. 

The Cooperative League is also proud to have in its membership 
the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association with nearly 
4 million members. NRECA will be testifying separately on this 
issue. We also have as our largest national member organization the 
Credit Union National Association with 8 million members in the 
United States and Canada. 
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With particular reference to the power phases issue, we wish to 
talk about one of the supplementary factors involved. 

Your committee, I am sure, will be most keenly interested in the 
direct and intense concern which our members have for the construc- 
tion of a high-level Federal dam at Hells Canyon. This project is 
not only of interest in the Pacific Northwest which it would serve 
directly. The Hells Canyon project would have an important eco 
nomic effect on the lives of nearly 2 million farmers outside of the 
Pacific Northwest States. 

This concern grows out of the fact that the largest phosphate de 
posits in the country are in the Pacific Northwest. These deposits 
cannot be adequately developed without abundant low-cost power. 
The savings in freight are an additional factor of very great concern 
to many of our members. 

These farmer co-op members have not only a general interest in 
the proposal, but a specific one as well. They have already invested 
$2.5 million in preliminary phosphate development in the State of 
Idaho. Their cooperative organizations stand ready to invest a 
minimum of $15 million in equipment and facilities for the processing 
of their raw phosphate deposits. 

It is anticipated that this will make a saving to the farmer-owners 
of these cooperatives of between $15 and $23 per ton. This savings 
on 275,000 tons of high-concentrate fertilizer per year would mean 
a saving of about $5 million a year, just in this one aspect of the 
project. 

Senator Anperson. If you have not done it, I hope you will some 
day put in the figure on how farmers are using phosph: ites to a far 
greater degree than they ever did before, and what it has done in the 
way of providing crop insurance, looking to the time when the Govern- 
ment can cancel its formal crop-insurance program. 

Mr. Campsett. We will be happy to supplement this testimony 
with a little more detailed picture of what that situation is. 

Senator Anperson. Anybody can do it, but since you have touched 
on this subject, it would be helpful if you would add later, in a sup- 
plemental statement, some little evidence of how the phosphate in- 
dustry has grown and how the American farmer has found it gives 
him an assurance of crop where otherwise he sometimes losses it. 

Mr. Camprety. We will be very happy to do that. 

(The information had not been received when the hearings went to 
press. ) 

Senator Anperson. It happens I was very much interested in the 
crop-insurance program when I was in the Department, but we had 
to reduce it very sharply. Now again there is a demand to trim it 
down and limit it as to the number of counties which can have it. If 

farmer cannot get crop insurance, he needs something else which 
gives him assurance of a crop. 

Mr. Campsety. That is right. 

Senator Anprerson. P hosphi ite, along with hybrid corn and other 
things, has been part of that insurance. 

Mr. Campsety. That is right, sir. 

Senator Anperson. If you will supplement that, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Campsett. Weshall be happy todo so. 
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Mir. CampsBetu. The farmers who have made this investment and are 
ng to make a further investment come from the States of Ohio, 
Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas, Iowa, Col- 
ido. Wisconsin, Minnesota, Montana, Utah, North and South 
Dakota, Nebraska, as well as from the Pacific Northwest States of 


Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 
Phe geographical distribution of these farmer-consumers indicates 


-other saving which is very substantial. The freight costs of low- 
oncentrate ft »rtilizer with low plant-food content shipped from south- 
reas are « great and unnecessary waste if high-concentrate fertil- 
r could be ; hipped from their own plants in the State of Idaho. 
“To illustrate the intensity of feeling with which these co-op members 
“press their concern, I would like to insert into the record the follow- 
¢ resolutions. 
Midland Cooperatives, Inc., with 335,000 members in Minnesota, 
\Visconsin and Iowa, declared in its resolution March 29-30, 1954: 


Midland region farms require increasing quantities of commercial plant food 
ch year. Present supply sources involve much greater transportation costs 

than are necessary, particularly in the case of phosphate fertilizers. 

Higher analysis phosphate can be produced economically from Idaho deposits, 
1 which many Midland region cooperatives own an interest through Midland 
Cooperatives, Inc. This fertilizer production is most feasible with fair-priced 
‘lectrie power. No such power is available. 

\ high dam at Hells Canyon in the Snake River would provide the necessary 
»wer at fair prices. Proposals of Idaho Power Co. for building smaller dams 
ould not. Neither would the utility proposals insure full development of the 
atural resources of the river itself. The Hells Canyon Dam would permit full 

development. 

We urge the Interior Department to resume its previous support for con- 
truction of a high dam at Hells Canyon, urge the Federal Power Commission 
to reject the Idaho Power Co. plan and ask Members of Congress from the Mid- 
and region to support our position by public announcement of their stand and 
positive action in Congress. 


In a supplementary resolution December 6-7, 1954, Midland Co- 
operatives, Inc., declared : 


food producers in the Midland region are greatly increasing their use of 
fertilizers. They consume 10 times as much as they did 10 years ago. They 
ndicate further rapid increases in demand. 

The plant food industry is not building rapidly enough to supply the fore- 
seeable demands for nitrogen and phosphates, and it may have difficulty pro- 
viding enough potassium chemicals. 

Until now, Midland region has depended on Florida for raw phosphate sup- 
plies. Long freight hauls on this low-analysis product increase food production 
costs, either raising food prices or lowering yields to food producers who must 
ise this plant food. 

Three developments are vital to insuring adequate supplies of fertilizer in this 
region at fair prices. 

1. Western phosphate deposits must be developed at faster rates. Coopera- 
tives working on this have pooled capital nationwide to do their part. 

2. Electric power must be produced in western phosphate areas in greater 
juantities. Efficient use of the water resources requires multipurpose dams, so 

ise power generation is beyond the capacity of either power cooperatives or 
profit-type utilities. A Federal high dam on the Snake River offers the best 
possibility, and we urge Federal construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

3. Improved storage and distribution systems are essential. We urge mem- 
ber cooperative associations to quickly join in the Midland program of bulk fer- 
tilizer spreading, bulk transport and adequate financing for year-around farm 
se of plant foods. 


—— 
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The Ohio Farm Bureau Cooperative Association, in speaking for 
115,000 families served by 88 local cooperatives, said in their annual 
meeting in December 1954: 


The construction of the proposed Federal dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake 
River in Idaho will make available a source of low-cost electric power. There 
exists in this area vast phosphate rock deposits which could be most economically 
developed only with low-cost electric power. Such phosphate rock deposits 
could be manufactured into phosphate fertilizer to the benefit of everyone. It 
would result in lowered production cost and a more abundant and nutritious 
food supply. The Hells Canyon Dam project would also be self-liquidating. 

It is our understanding that the alternate proposal will not supply sufficient 
power nor a low enough rate to be competitive in the development of high-grade 
phosphate fertilizer. 

We therefore urge the Federal Power Commission and the Congress of the 
United States to support the proposed Hells Canyon Dam project and to oppose 
the alternate proposal for the construction of smaller dams. 


The Utah Cooperative Association, serving 8,400 members, declared 
in its resolution adopted March 6, 1954: 


We realize the basic importance of immediate development of our sources of 
supply of phosphate fertilizer to supply nearly two million Western and Mid 
western farmers. Since farm cooperatives have already invested $214 million in 
preliminary phosphate development in the State of Idaho, in which program 
the Utah Cooperative Association has a substantial interest; and since low- 
cost electric power in adequate supply is the only practicable means of develop- 
ment and processing of phosphate rock into fertilizers; and since Hells Canyon 
on the Snake River is the only feasible power dam site near our cooperative de- 
posits of phosphate in south Idaho, we favor speedy construction of a high dam 
in Hells Canyon for the maximum development of power and with full pro- 
tection of water and irrigation rights as outlined by the United States Army 
Engineers in Report 308. We deplore any obstruction of this plan for a high 
dam at Hells Canyon as not being in the public interest and as being particularly 
contrary to the interests of farmers. 


Central Cooperative Wholesale in Superior, Wis., serving 128,000 
members in Minnesota, Wisconsin and Michigan, April 12-13, 1955, 
declared : 


Scientific application of fertilizers is becoming more essential to successful 
farming in our area. 

The plant food industry is not building rapidly enough to supply the fore- 
seeable demands for nitrogen and phosphates, and it may have difficulty pro 
viding enough potassium chemicals. Long freight hauls on this low-analysis 
product increase food production costs, either raising food prices or lowering 
yields to food producers who must use this plant food. 

This thirty-eighth annual meeting of Central Cooperative Wholesale recog- 
nizes that western phosphate deposits must be developed at faster rates. Co- 
operatives working on this have pooled capital nationwide to do their part. To 
meet growing demand for plant foods, we urge our government to recognize that 
electric power must be produced in Western phosphate areas in greater quan- 
tities. Efficient use of the water resources requires multipurpose dams, so 
wise power generation is beyond the capacity of either power cooperatives or 
profit-tvpe utilities. A Federal high dam on the Snake River offers the best 
possibility, and we urge Federal construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. 

The largest of the member organizations, the Consumers Coopera- 
tive Association in Kansas City, Mo., serving 460,000 families in 
Nebraska, Kansas, Iowa, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Missouri, Colo- 
rado, North Dakota, and New Mexico, declared at its annual meeting 
in December 1954: 

CCA and its member cooperatives, through the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., 
have an interest in phosphate lands in Idaho. An ample supply of low-cost 
electricity, such as could be produced by the proposed Hells Canyon Dam on 
the Snake River, is essential to the production of high-analysis phosphate fer- 
tilizer from these lands. Ample electricity for this purpose could save Midwest 
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farmers millions of dollars in freight and be the source of millions more in 
nereased crop production. 

The Hells Canyon offers, moreover, one of the finest remaining dam sites on 
the North American continent. Construction of the proposed Federal dam 
there would be consistent with this country’s half-century-old policy of conser- 
tion and development of natural resources. 

Therefore, we urge that Congress enact legislation at this coming session 
authorize the immediate Federal construction of Hells Canyon dam. 


In the Pacific Northwest, the Pacific Supply Cooperative, with 
70.000 members in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana, de- 
clared its overwhelming support in the following resolution adopted 
n November 1953: 


Realizing the basic importance of immediate development of our sources of 

pply of phosphate fertilizers for the fertilizer needs of nearly 2 million west- 
ern and midwestern farmers, and because farm cooperatives have already 
nvested $21%4 million in preliminary phosphate development in the State of 
idaho, and by reason of the fact that farm cooperatives stand ready to invest 

minimum of $15 million in equipment and facilities for the processing of their 
raw phosphate in which program Pacific Supply Cooperative has substantial 
nterest, and 

Whereas, cheap electric power in adequate supply is the only practicable 
means of development and processing of phosphate rock into fertilizers; and 

Whereas, maximum development of our resources upon the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers is vital to the future economy and welfare of the people of the 
Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas, Hells Canyon is one of the largest potential reservoirs available for 
ipstream storage of water for power in the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas, Hells Canyon is the only feasible power dam site near our cooperative 
leposits of phosphate in South Idaho; it is now, therefore 

Resolved, at Pacific Supply Cooperative annual meeting assembled at Port- 
land, Oreg., this 18th day of November 1953, that we do favor speedy construction 
of the Hells Canyon high dam as an integral unit of the comprehensive plan for 
maximum development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers with full protection 
of water and irrigation rights, as outlined by the United States Army Engineers 
in its 808 report, and we do deplore any obstruction of the United States Army 
Engineers plan of river development as not being in the public interest and as 
being particularly contrary to the interests of our farmers. 

The Farmers Union Central Exchange, which serves 250,000 mem- 
bers in Minnesota, Wisconsin, South Dakota, Montana, and Wyoming, 
restated their support of the development of the Hells Canyon Dam 
and other resources March 2, 1955: 

Through the development of our natural resources many benefits have been 
brought to the people of the United States, such as the generation of electric 
power, recreation, and wildlife and soil conservation. ‘These hydroelectric gen- 
erating facilities have brought to our people, through the rural electric coopera- 
tives, electric power that would otherwise have never been available. 

Therefore, we recommend that the Congress of the United States continue to 
uppropriate funds for the development of such other natural power resources of 
this country, including Hells Canyon Dam in Idaho and the power and navigation 
development of the St. Lawrence River in cooperation with Canada. 

These merely illustrate the positions taken by the cooperative associ- 
ations. Some of the other regional associations are testifying before 
i your committee. Resolutions by additional groups were not readily 
available when this testimony was prepared, but could be made avail- 
able for the record. 

Che Cooperative League, which includes many other cooperative 
; organizations in its membership, declared at its latest congress in 

Chicago, October 25-27, 1954: 
Whereas, efficient use of the water resources of the Nation requires multi- 
j purpose dams, beyond the capacity of either cooperative or profit-type utilities 
4 to construct and operate in a wise and comprehensive manner, and 
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Whereas, the construction of the proposed Federal dam at Hells Canyo1 
on the Snake River, a part of which forms boundary between Idaho and Oregon, 
will make available a source of low-cost electric power, and 

Whereas, there exists vast phosphate rock deposits within the regions adjacent 
to the proposed Hells Canyon hydroelectric project which could be most eco 
nomically developed only with low-cost electric power, and 

Whereas, such phosphate rock deposits could be manufactured into phosphate 
fertilizer to the benefit of the general public in the production of more abundant 
and nutritious food supply, and 

Whereas, such development would be self-liquidating: now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this Congress of the Cooperative League of the USA directs its 
staff to continue their efforts with the Congress of the United States, the Federa 
Power Commission and if necessary in the courts, in support of the Hells Canyon 
Dam project and in opposition to alternate proposals for construction of smaller 
dams. 

Your committee and the Federal Power Commission hearings which 
preceded are rich with testimony of a technical nature about the de 
velopment of these great phosphate deposits. The industrial develop- 
ment, which would follow the pioneering of Central Farmers Ferti- 
lizer Co. and the Western Fertilizer Association, owned by the coop- 
eratives, would undoubtedly bring additional industrial development 
into the area. The Bonneville Power Administration estimated in 
June 1952 that this development would eventually bring $150 million 
in private industrial facilities into the area, using 500,000 kilowatts 
and employing about 5,000 men directly, creating jobs in service in- 
dustries for another 5,000 and adding to the payrolls, mainly in Idaho, 
over $30 million a yea 

Ase xplained to the c ciated e earlier, the process of converting raw 
phosphate rock into triple superphosphate by the sulfuric acid method 
is not satisfactory. Electroprocessing of phosphate by electric furnace 
can produce a concentrated fertilizer ‘containing 60 to 65 percent phos- 
plate, compared to the 43 to 45 percent strength with the sulfuric acid 
methods. Even at its best, only a small percentage of the deposits can 
be used by the sulfuric acid method. 

Studies by the United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
show midwestern and western farmers are now paying $15 to $34 
more per ton for phosphate plant food than they would if high 
analysis fertilizer were available to meet the demand. 

Much has been said about the possibility of the _ Idaho Power Co 
providing power for development of these deposits. Efficient process- 
ing calls for a rate of between 2.5 and 3 mills per kilowatt-hour which 
would be readily available from the Hells Canyon project. At the 
present time none of Idaho’s phosphate shale is being converted into 
fertilizer by the electric furnace method because industrial power 
rates of 6 and 7 mills per kilowatt-hour which prevail in the Idaho 
area make electric furnace fertilizer economically impossible. 

Senator Anperson. Going back up to the previous paragraph where 
you speak of the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. and the Western 
Fertilizer Association owned by the cooperatives, are those the only 
firms that are trying to develop this phosphate deposit ? 

Mr. Campsety. Oh, no. 

Senator Anperson. Am I not correct in understanding that potash 
companies which operate very heavily down in my State and which 
produce, I guess, 90 percent of all the potash used in this country, are 
also interested in this area? 

Mr. CaMpsBELL. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Anprrson. International Minerals & Chemicals is inter- 
ested up there, is it not? 

Mr. Campsetu. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. The Potash Company of America is interested 
up there‘ = 

Mr. Campsett. That is right. 

Senator ANpErson. I guess perhaps most of them are. In other 
words, I am just trying to say, this is not purely a cooperative de- 
velopment. 

Mr. Campset. Oh, no. 

_ Sen: itor ANDERSON. Private industry, as we know it, is well rep- 

esented in the area and seeking its development, i is it not? 

"ke CAMPBELL. And very much interested in this kind of develop- 
ment. I merely used these illustrations because they are organiza- 
tions associated with us and indicate the interest of our 2 million di- 
rect members, as well as the other members of the cooperative in the 
project. 

The Central Farmers Fertilizer indicates that there would need 
to be 9 plants the size of the one it is planning to build in the area, 
to get adequate production for farmers throughout the country. So 
it is really nearly nine times the scope of what we are proposing in 
the area itself. 

In summary, our farmer-members of cooperatives in States as far 
east as Ohio have a great economic stake in the development of a 
high-level dam at Hells Canyon and have stated affirmatively, and 
at times dramatically, their desire that this project go forward as 
quickly as possible. 

There are several additional factors which should be brought to 
the attention of the committee which affect the interests of the con- 
sumers and the nation as a whole. Depletion of natural phosphate 
content of the soil by constant cropping requires replacement of this 
vital growth ingredient in increasing amounts. United States farm- 
ers have increased phosphate fertilizer consumption by 300 percent 
in the last 20 years, but even this has not offset the amount drawn 
from the soil. The phosphorus elements in food are essential for the 
health and welfare of human beings. And yet the outlook is for a 
diminishing availability of this pk ant food unless the 60 percent of 
the Nation’s deposits which are in the area served by the Hells Canyon 
project are developed. If the dem: ear is not met, declining produc- 
tivity of American agriculture, diminished food output, and a poorer 
Nation will result. 

There are several bugaboos which have been implanted in the minds 
of many Americans and many of the Representatives in the Congress 
by expensive advertising on radio and television, the slick magazines, 
liewspapers, and other media. The first is that multipurpose projects 
such as the proposed Hells Canyon Dam are so costly that the Nation 
cannot afford them. The hydroelectric developments in the TVA, 
the Bonneville, Grand C oulee, and other places, have convinced our 
membership that these projects not only pay out their own cost com- 
pletely in a reasonable period of amortization, but they enrich the coun- 
try through higher productivity and higher incomes for the people. 
They provide also substantial increases in revenue to the United 
States Government through sharply increased income tax returns. 
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These factors combine to make projects like the high-level dam at 
Hells Canyon completely in the public interest. 

Senator Anperson. Are you familiar with Senator Hayden’s classic 
example of his 5: alt River project in Arizona? 

Mr. CampsetL. No, I am not, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. He has pointed out many times that the Salt 
River project in Arizona was completed at a very high cost, and when 
it was completed the farmers proceeded to pay in income taxes to 
the Federal Treasury already more than three times the entire cost 
of the project. Just the other day he corrected me to say that he 
thought the return last year was almost enough to pay for the project. 

I think he must have meant the total crop return. He could not 
have meant the income tax return, it seemed to me. But it is possible, 
because it has brought in a very rich area. If it were not for that 
fact, a great many people would not be nearly so interested in these 
ee as they are. They do make very substantial contributions 
to the income tax received by the country because of the production 
which takes place under them. 

Mr. Campse.ti. We not only believe that this will be true in Hells 
Canyon—I grew up in the great State of Oregon at a time when we 
had no Bonneville and there was no Grand Coulee, and none of these 
other facilities. I can assure you that that part of the United States 
is a much richer and much more comfortable and much more thriving 
place than it was when I was there. 

A final bugaboo has been the idea planted deliberately and mali- 
ciously, that projects of this kind are contrary to the American way of 
life, are subversive to the welfare of the people, and are the expression 
of an ideology foreign to all the things we hold dear. As you can 
see by the resolutions we have quoted, our farmer-members are not 
scared by epithets or slick propaganda. We believe that projects of 
this kind are in the public welfare and the public interest, and that 
the high-level Federal dam proposed for Hells Canyon is one of the 
greatest opportunities for serving the needs of our people and adding 
a great new industrial potential to our economy. 

We are pleased to have this opportunity to present this evidence 
to your committee. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Campbell. 

Are there questions? 

Senator Neusercer. I would like to say one thing, Mr. Chairman. 
Inasmuch as Mr. Campbell made a very pertinent: statement on phos- 
phate development and its importance in agriculture, I have here 10 
papers on the importance of phosphate development in Idaho with 
low-cost power to agriculture generally in the United States. These 
were prepared by the Bonneville Power Administration for use at 
the Federal Power Commission hearings in 1952 and 1953, and were 
not used, and have never before been made a part of any record. 
I wondered if this original material and research could not be made 
a part of the record. 

Senator Mixikin. I move it be made a part of the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Anderson. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 
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(The documents referred to appear in the appendix to the record. ) 
Senator ANpERsoN. The temptation, of course, is for each man to 
ee to his own particular hcbby. I delayed the activities of the 
ate the other day while I read a 15,000 word speech in which I 
cad to point out that wrong we seem to have some agricultural 
surpluses, the population is gaining very rapidly on production at 
the present time, and that we will probably balance our production 
within 5 or 6 years, and then enter another period of agricultural 
shortages. I only want to point out that these dams, if authorized, 
are not constructed in the next 30 days or 60 days or sometimes in 6 
vears, and the addition to the productivity of agriculture comes on 
very slowly. I believe that the increased production to meet. require- 
ments will be badly needed by the time projects of this nature are 
completed so they can be used. Otherwise, we would not need to be 
talking about an increased fertilizer industry. 

I do think that we have a great problem. I am not going to burden 
this record with it, but it appears in the Congression: al Record in case 
anyone here cares to listen to it or to read it. 

Mr. CamppeLt. We would have a very serious problem, Senator, 
if we had no agricultural surpluses. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, it might be pertinent at this point 
to mention that in testimony before the Senate Armed Services Sub 
committee on Civil Defense, the Under Secretary of Agriculture in 
response to a question which I put to him stated ‘that in the event of 
liydrogen war, an all-out war, the surpluses which we have now would 
probably be the most important strategic weapon which we would 
have in our hands, because they are away from the big cities. It 
would be at least a weapon that we know the enemy does not have at 
the present time. They are struggling in Russia now to get enough 
food. 

So I think the surplus is really a great blessing and, as the Chair- 
man has pointed out, with the population growth which is going on in 
this country, it would disappear pretty f: 1st. 

Senator Anperson. I think the surpluses are a great blessing. 
There was a time when I was in the Department when I did not think 
the potato surplus was a great blessing. 

Senator Jackson. As I recall, Mr. Chairman, you had a few short- 
ages to deal with, too. ; 

Senator Anperson. We were trying to divide up shortages, but you 
could not do it by shipping potatoes then. Now we are going to be 
able to put radioactive materials around them and they st: Ly in per 
fect state of preservation for 2 years, but I was born 30 years too soon. 

Senator NEuBERGER. Mr. Chi: airman, along the line of what you said, 
perhaps you noticed in the New York Times yesterday a very exten 
ts story saying that the people of Egypt were going to undertake 
the Ii argest dam in the world to increase their agricultur: al produc tion 
by 33 percent, and they were going to name this “Sadd el’ Ali,” mean 
ng “the high dam.” So I wrote a constituent of mine this morning 
before I came in here and said if the Secretary of the Interior did 
not reverse his position on Hells Canyon he would go down in histor Vv 

“No Sadd el’ Ali.” 

Senator Anperson. We can probably incorporate the new title into 
the subject of the bill. 

Mr, Exxis. Will you identify yourself for the reecrd ? 
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STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, GENERAL MANAGER, NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Exsis. My name is Clyde T. Ellis, general manager of the Na- 
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 

Mr. Chairman, if it is agreeable with you, I should like to make a 
short statement and call upon our electrical engineer, Charles Robin- 
son, who has been with us for some 5 years, to make our more complete 
statement. 

Senator Anperson. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Exsis. The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
is the service organization of the rural electric systems of the United 
States. About 90 percent of them are members representing farm 
families in excess of 3 million, and therefore approximately 12 million 
people. 

The rural electric systems of the United States are on record unan- 
imously for the Federal development of Hells Canyon Dam. They 
are for it because of what it will mean to the rural electrification pro- 
gram throughout the Northwest, and they are for it because of what 
the lower cost power will mean in terms of more abundant phosphate 
fertilizer for the country. 

I think you can go anywhere among the farm people of the United 
States and find evidence of this sentiment. I think it is growing. 
Last night I was at a meeting of the rural electric systems of the 
State of Texas who were here host to their congressional delegation, 
including the Senators, and in the course of his remarks the president 
of the Texas association stated that the farm people of Texas want the 
Federal development of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Recently I was at a meeting of a local rural electric system in Iowa 
and heard the president of that system say that the farmers of Amer- 
ica and certainly of his area want the Federal development of Hells 
Canyon Dam, and he was applauded by farmers in Iowa. 

We will submit to you resolutions which our people have passed 
unanimously endorsing the Federal development. Our people have 
come to believe, and I certainly personally believe, that the so-called 
local partnership philosophy w hich is being pushed upon the American 
people is in practical effect a fraud, for it is neither local nor partner- 
ship. I believe that the proposed Hells Canyon giveaway of one of 
America’s very greatest resources to the Idaho Power Co. of Maine 
is even worse than the so-called local partnership situation. 

The Idaho Power Co. of its own actions has branded itself Enemy 
No. 1 of the rural electrification program of the United States. It is 
predatory by nature, it seems, in dealing with the rural electric co- 
operatives. They are scared to death of it. It is the only power 
company in the United States, I believe, which solely of its own 
efforts, has erased from the map an electric cooperative. It has 
erased Long Valley Electric Cooperative in Idaho, Jordan Valley 
Electric Cooperative in Oregon, Malheur Electric Cooperative in 
Oregon. Three of them it has killed off, and it has tried to take an- 
other one. Prairie Electric Cooperative in Idaho it tried to kill off. 
I was there at the annual meeting where the decision was made, and 
engaged in a debate with a vice president of Idaho Power Co. 
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Mr. Chairman, I can imagine no greater calamity within our borders 


of our own making than to give this great resource, worth conserva- 


vely a billion dollars, to the Idaho Power Co. of Maine. If the 
Idaho Power Co. must be subsidized to the tune of a billion dollars, 
| would much prefer to see it given to them out of the gold store at 
Fort Knox. 

This morning’s Washington Post carried a front page article say- 
ng that the House Agriculture Committee yesterday voted to give 
some of the grain surpluses to the needy and destitute of the U nited 
States. I wonder how that headline would look to people in other 
countries when along beside it they would also see that we are in the 
process of giving away a billion-dollar resource which also belongs 
to those same destitute people in the United States. 

Look at these little fellows on the street in Washington in the 
shadow of the Capitol Building, in the shadow of the Senate and 
House Office Buildings, with rags on their backs—from the slums all 
around—half-fed, half-clothed, half-housed, who own, along with 
you and me and all the Federal natural resources, Hells Canyon 
neluded. They own it. It is dollars in their pockets. 

Unless this Federal development is approved by the Congress, the 
Idaho Power Co., with the assistance of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, is going to reach down in the pockets of everyone of those poor 
little destitute children to whom we are going to make available 
some of the grain, and take out of their pockets several dollars. 

We urge you to approve the Federal Hells Canyon development 
without further delay. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Robinson. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ronrnson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

[ have a prepared statement which I would like to file for the record, 
and I would like to supplement it orally. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee; the factual data 
with respect to who shall construct the dam at the Hells Canyon site 

as been interpreted and analyzed and reanalyzed a number of times 
both during the hearings in 1952 before a House Interior and Insular 
\ffairs subcommittee, and during more than 1 year of testimony con 
ducted by the Federal Power Commission on the app lication of the 
Idaho Power Co. for a license to build the three projects it proposes. 
We feel, however, that there are 4 salient arguments in favor of the 
Federal development of the Hells Canyon site which have not been 
shaken by the 3 years of argument and attack that has been directed 
at the Federal pl: in. 

Kirst, the Federal plan for development of the high Hells Canyon 

site would develop substantially more power than would the three-dam 
proposal of the Idaho Power Co. 

Second, the proposal for Federal development would provide sub- 
stantially greater amounts of storage than would the company 
proposal. 

Third, the Federal plan will reserve for use by the people of the 
Northwest one of their greatest remaining undeveloped natural 
resources, 
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Finally, of great importance to the rural electric systems, the powei 
developed under a Federal construction plan would be made available 
in accordance with the preference language of the Bonneville project 
act. 

The Bonneville Power Administrator has predicted that betwee: 
1954 and 1961, although the Northwest power system will be able t« 
serve all firm loads, nevertheless, during any critical water conditio. 
period, steam electric generation will have to be used, and inte rruptible 
industrial loads which are of great importance to the area will need 
to be dropped. After 1961 the final generator at the Dalles Dam will 
be on the line, we hope, and at that time, with no new Federal projects 
under construction, the level of capability of the Federal system will 
be constant, and there will be nothing more to meet the increasing load. 

The Administrator has stated in his publication known as the Ad- 
vance Program, 1954, that after he balanced foreseeable loads with 
scheduled generation he concluded that the prime capability of the 
west group of the Northwest power pool will be 200,000 kilowatts 
behind firm load during 1961 and 1962, and will be 800,000 kilowatts. 
behind by 1964. 

This 800,000-kilowatt figure does not take into consideration 400,000 
kilowatts of industrial interruptible load, the use of steam power, or 
any large expansion of the present electrometallurgical industries. 
The Administrator has also concluded that up to 3 million kilowatts 
of additional new capacity can be sold to industrial customers in the 
area even if the rate exceeds to some extent the present Bonneville rate. 

We think that the conclusions of the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
trator, Dr. Pearl, are valid and were arrived at after a good deal of 
consideration and present adequate testimony to the fact that addi- 
tional Federal development of large blocks of hydroelectric capacity 
is needed very soon in the Northwest. 

With respect to the needs of the rural electric systems in the North- 
west, our loads increased fourteenfold between 1943 and 1953, from 
62 million kilowatt-hours, approximately, to over 858 million kilowatt- 
hours. More recently, the trend between 1950 and 1954 shows that our 
load in the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana al- 
most doubled between 1950 and 1954, from 440 to 860 million kilowatt- 
hours per year. This represents a uniform annual increase of about 
18.2 percent, and we see no evidence whatsoever that this trend will 
decrease. 

Our people in the Northwest are very seriously concerned. Unless 
additional Federal power is put on the line, they are going to be unable 
to meet. their load growth. 

During the Federal Power Commission hearings, eight well known 
engineers represeiiting all parties involved—the Idaho Power Co., 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonneville Power Administration, 
Electric Bond & Share Corp. of New Y ork, and other parties—sub- 
mitted estimates as to what the high Hells Canyon Dam would produce 
in the way of power as contrasted with the Idaho Power Co. proposal. 
There were 40 separate estimates of the prime capabilities involved. 
The average of all these opinions for various conditions of opera- 
tion resulted in 940,000 kilowatts of prime power available from the 
Federal dam, compared with 598,000 kilowatts which would be avail- 
able from the company proposal. 
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There were 26 separate opinions offered with respect to the amount 
of average energy that would be available from the high-head Hells 
Canyon Dam compared to the company proposal. The average of 
these opinions produces the figure that 5.6 billion kilowatt-hours 

ould be available from the high-head dam compared to 4.92 from 

company proposed project. 

We feel that in addition to the bare statistics of power producible 

nder each plan, the fact that the ng head Hells Canyon Dam would 
be interconnected and operated as an integral part of the compre- 

ensive power development wien im in the Northwest would also 
be of tremendous help to the rural electric systems. 

The degree to which the Idaho Power Co. would coordinate the 
peration of its 3 proposed plants with the Federal system would be, 
f course, the subject of some speculation, and it is entirely possible 

that under operating conditions the 8 proposed power company proj 
cts would produce substantially lesser quantities of downstream power 
energy for distribution through the Bonneville system than would the 
high-head dam. Every one of the witnesses who appeared before 

: Federal Power Commission credited the high-head Hells Canyon 
Dam and the company plant with appreciable blocks of additional 
prime ¢ apability and energy downstream. In general, the high-head 
Hells Canyon project proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation was 
redited with substantially greater downstream benefits than was the 
ompany’s plan. 

This, of course, is due to the fact that the high-head dam would 
produce a great deal more upstream storage than would the company 
proposal—3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage for the Federal project 
compared to only 1 million acre-feet of storage for the company plan. 

The Bonneville Power Administrator has also said that one of the 
most economical sources of additional capability for his system lies in 
these upstream storage projects because of the fact that by use of this 
upstream water storage he would be enabled to balance the production 
of the downstream electric plants against the load characteristics of 
the area 

The Government already has a total investment of $2,478,000,000 
in 12 multiple-purpose projects, and 71 percent of this figure is allo- 

cated to power. It seems to us incomprehensible that the Congress 

as authorized this expenditure and appropriated the money, and now 
that these downstream projects are finished, will reverse its stand and 
allow the private utility companies to develop the upstream sites which 
possess the large storage capabilities. We feel that the power com- 
panies are well aware of this situation. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., for one, which is a combine of 
the Montana Power Co., W ashington Water Power Co., Pacifie Power 
& Light Co., and the Portland General Electric Co., has already re- 
ceived a preliminary permit from the FPC to build a plant at the 
a Eddy site on the Clearwater River. This is a large upstream 

e with 2,460,000 acre-feet of storage. 

"The companies not only propose to build these upstream projects, 
but they propose through legislation introduced last year, known as 

. 3434, and basically similar legislation introduced this year known 
as S. 1574, to be subsidized in the construction of these upstream proj 
ects. This legislation provides in part that the Secretary of the In 
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terior shall fix the benefits accruing to downstream Federal projects 
from privately owned upstream reservoir projects and will levy on 
the Federal power revenue to pay the companies for these benefits. 

Hells Canyon is one of the largest upstream storage projects in the 
Federal plan for the Northwest. If the Federal dam is not authorized 
and the company plan goes forward, the people in that area will lose 
324,000 kilowatts of prime capability which will be wasted, in addition 
to the 2.9 million acre-feet of reservoir storage. In addition, the Gov 
ernment will be deprived of the revenue from the project and will be 
simultaneously liable, under the proposed legislation, to pay the Idaho 
Power Co. for such benefits as the operation of its proposed project 
might confer on downstream Federal projects. 

The Federal power construction agencies, in securing congressional 
authorizations for the development of these comprehensive basin-wide 
plans, must design to secure a one-to-one benefit-to-cost ratio on the 
entire plan and on each project. If private utility companies are al- 
lowed to develop the more desirable headwater reservoir storage sites, 
the Government will be left with the less desirable sites. 

With respect to Hells Canyon, this situation is particularly appli- 
cable, because the Corps of Engineers in testifying on fiscal year 1955 
civil function appropriations stated that the Ice Harbor project, with 
186,000 kilowatts of average continuous power, would not be feasible 
without aprons storage, and the upstream storage they referred to 
was Hells Canyon. 

The Government has already spent 114 million dollars on planning 
the Ice Harbor project, and the Senate has twice appropriated funds 
for its construction. 

We think that this is a case exactly in point as to why privé ate de- 
velopment of upstream headwater projects, especially those in the 
Northwest which provide appreciably less storage than a Federal plan, 
is detrimental to the interests of the Federal Government. 

Under the proposed legislation, S. 1333, to authorize Hells Canyon, 
the power would be marketed in accordance with the Bonneville 
Project Act of 1937, which provides preference to municipalities, 
public utility districts, rural electric cooperatives, and similar non- 
profit organizations. The power would be integrated through the 
facilities of the Bonneville Power Administration and made available 
throughout the area at a postage-stamp rate. I believe that Mr. 
Ostrander, of the Bonneville Power Administration, testified yester- 
day that, although the price for marketable power from the Hells 
Canyon project would be slightly in excess of the Northwest power 
system rate as it exists at the present time, nonetheless the large base 
to which the power would be added would adequately absorb it. 

Senator Neupercer. He also testified it would be less than that of 
The Dalles Dam, for example, which is now under construction. 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes, sir. He also testified that if the Libby Dam 
were built, the rate from Hells Canyon would be less than the existing 
rate. 

If the Idaho Power Co. plan goes forward, the preference customers, 
including the rural electric cooperatives, can expect no benefits 
whatsoever. 

In addition, we feel that the Congress, in considering this legisla- 
tion, must realize the serious effect of not authorizing Hells Canyon 
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d allowing the private plan to go forward as it would affect the 

ownstream investment already existing in projects operating and 

der construction, 

Then there is the question of who will pay for Hells Canyon. Again, 

efore the Federal Power Commission the estimates for Federal con- 

ruction varied from 404 to 424 million dollars including the cost of 

ditional units at downstream plants. Approximately 95 percent 
ould be allocated to power and repaid to the Treasury with interest 
ver a 50-year period. We understand the Bureau now thinks these 
timates could be very substantially reduced. The Bonneville Power 
\dministration facilities necessary to market the power will be repaid 
ver a 50-year period at 214 percent interest. 

What is the proposal of the private utility company for financing 

project? The cost of its plan has been estimated at between 129 
id 176 million dollars, and it claims that it will all be financed by 
rivate investment. Nonetheless, the company had pending on April 
1955, before the Office of Defense Mobilization applications for 
ipid tax depreciation certificates which would allow them to write 

(f $35.9 million of the cost of the Oxbow development and $67.1 

llion of the proposed cost of the Brownlee development. 

Senator ANpERsSON. Not write off, but accelerated depreciation over 

-year period. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. Depreciate whatever portion of the certifi- 

ites were granted to them in a 5-year period. 

Senator Anperson. What is the normal de ‘preciation on a power- 

lant, around 35 or 40 years ? 

Mr. Rostnson. I would say that would be reasonable; yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. On these dams it has been 50 or even more years. 

a Rogrnson. On Federal projects the cost of the dam is repaid 
iver a period of 50 years, that is, the rate is designed to repay the 
power cost over a 50-year period. However, the benefit to cost ratio 

f many dams is figured on a 100-year period. So we can assume that 
inder the Federal. plan, probably the entire cost will be repaid in a 

0-year period, and then the Government will get the revenue from 
the project for an additional 50-year period, during which there 

ll be no repayment of initial capital cost. 

| asked our economist, Dr. Cochran, who is here with us today, 

determine what these rapid tax-depreciation certificates would 
iean to the company in the way of benefits. Invested over a 50-year 
period at 6 percent, we figure the company would earn a total bene- 

t of over $338 million on these certificates, and that is almost twice 
the highest estimate of the entire construction cost of all three 
projects, 

This is the way we arrived at that figure. Take the amount that 
the company is authorized to depreciate over a 5-year period. That 
enables them to accumulate each year during the first 5 years a great 
percentage or a high percentage of the amount they would ordinarily 
pay for taxes. That is, if they were allowed to write off $100,000 a 
year, we will say, the tax rate is 50 percent, roughly on a corpora- 
tion, 52 percent, I believe. That means the company would save each 
vear half that amount, or $50,000 in taxes. Our calculations assume 
that after this money was accrued by the company during the first 
5 years it would be invested at 6 percent for the remaining 45-year 











552 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 


period, and each year during the succeeding 45-year period the com 
pany would repay the taxes that were withheld during the first 5 
year period, which : think is a reasonable assumption. 

In summary, Mr, Chairman, our people in the Pacific Northwest 
and throughout the country are in wholeheated support of the project. 
We feel it will provide significantly more prime capability and more 
average annual energy than the company plan, both of which are 
badly needed in the Pacific Northwest. 

We feel that the large reservoir storage capacity of the Federal 
project as contrasted with the company plan will spell security for 
the Government’s existing $2 billion investment in downstream mul 
tiple-purpose projects, and would help to maintain the feasibility 
of the Columbia River development plan. 

The argument is frequently made, Mr. Chairman, that commercial 
power-company development will mean more revenue to the Govern 
ment because of the fact that the revenue from the company project 
would be subject to Federal income tax. From this premise the com- 
panies figure that private construction means increased taxes from 
the area. 

We believe this to be a false conclusion because of the fact that the 
income tax coming to the Government from any particular area de 
pends not only on the tax rate and the amount contributed by any 
given corporation, but also upon the entire tax base of the area. In 
areas where the Federal Government has undertaken large-scale de- 
velopment, major industrial, agricultural, and economical develop 
ment has followed, which we feel has increased the tax base and made 
available more revenue than probably would have been made avail 
able had the Federal plan not been pursued. 

{ believe this is especially true in the TVA area. 

We think that the obvious attempt of the Idaho Power Co. to secure 
Federal subsidization of its plan through the issuance of tax amortiza 
tion certifications indicates that the company expects the taxpayers 
to lend it appreciable financial assistance and, by comparison, cho 
construction will return to the taxpapers not only the benefits of are 
development, but the entire cost of the project within a 50- year per ‘od. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman, except that I would like to submit for 
the record two resolutions in support of the Hells Canyon project 
which are attached to my statement, and which urge construction by 
the Federal Government. They were unanimously adopted by our 
13th annual meeting of members in Atlantic City, N. J., on February 
17, 1955. 

I appreciate the opportunity of presenting my somewhat volumi- 
nous statement, and I am sorry I have taken so much time. 

Senator Anperson. That is all right. I do think the figures on 
certificates, on page 14 of your statement, are subject to quite a bit 
of analysis. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Would you like to go into that, Sir? 

Senator Anperson. I just want to give you my own reaction to it. 
If it is $103 million over a 5-year period, that is a writeoff of $20 
million a year, a savings of $10,400,000 a year in taxes. For a 5-yeat 
period it would be a total saving of maybe $50 million. At the end of 
that period they are certainly not going to be able to invest that money 
at 6 percent or, if they can, they ought to go out of the utility business 
and go into the investment business. 
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Secondly, you want to remember that after that, for the next 45 
years they will pay higher taxes, because they will not be permitted 
to take the depreciation. 

Understand me, I do not like this any better than I like the fact 
hat Duquesne Power & Light Co. wrote off its plant up at Shipping- 
port, Pa. I think it is wrong, and I do not believe in it at all. There 
; no defense connected with it. But J do not believe it figures out to 
. saving of $300 million. 

Mr. Roprnson, Let me comment on your question, and then I would 
like to introduce Dr. Clay Cochran, who prepared those figures. 

You see, the thing is that after the first 5 years, assuming you invest 
it 6 percent or possibly at—— 

Senator ANpERsSON. You start with an assumption. Can you tell 
me where to put money at 6 percent? 

Mr. Rostnson. The utility companies constantly claim that they 
need a 6 percent return to stay in business. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am not arguing that. As a matter of fact, as 
you well know, I have had a few things to say about a certain Dixon- 
Yates contract which was built up on that basis. But I say you can- 
not figure that somebody is going to invest his money so it makes 6 
percent. 

Mr. Rosrnson. If they put in a new generating plant, presumably 
they would have to get 6 percent back on that. What happens is that 
the interest on that money is more than the increment of tax they 
1ave to pay, so it increases each year. 

But let me ask Dr. Cochran to tell you about that. 

Mr. Extis. May I say a word at this point. Dr. Cochran is an 
economist who came to us 2 years or more ago from the University 
of Oklahoma, where he was professor of Economics. I believe he 
has made a greater study of the tax amortization problem than perhaps 
anyone else in the country. There has been a pamphlet published 
which includes his analyses. 

I would like to ask you to hear him a minute, and permit him then 
to extend his remarks. 

Senator ANDERSON. I will be glad to do that. Iam just pointing out 
[ am not an economist, but I am a taxpayer, and that is a very refresh- 
ing experience about the 15th day of April each year. 


STATEMENT OF CLAY COCHRAN, ECONOMIST, NATIONAL RURAL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cocuran. I think I can do this very briefly, Senator Anderson. 

We got into this several years ago and, as you know, filed a brief 
with the Federal Power Commission in an effort to do something 
about the tax amortization benefits which were going to private com- 
panies. These figures were computed in this way 

We assumed they would get the same write- off which was given 
to Washington Water Power on Cabinet Gorge Dam, and the same 
percentage ‘that was given to VEPC ‘O on Roanoke Rapids. That is 
an assumption. 

We also know they have not applied on one of these dams. So the 
total subsidy may be much greater than this if they apply and get 
a certificate on this third dam. 
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In any case, beyond that we assume that they will withhold th 
maximum ‘dating that 5-year period, which adds up to what th 
Federal Power Commission called an “interest-free loan,” and tha 
they will in the following 45 years, as they depreciate this hydr. 
plant, pay back that loan in terms of higher taxes because they has 
used up their de ‘prec iation. 

We did deduct the repayment of the “interest-free loan” year by 


year. If "a re is anything in this total subsidy figure which 1S ques 

tionable, it is the assumption that they can earn 6 percent. But | 
think Ps k on the earnings of the Idaho Power Co. would probab] 
show they earn considerably more than that. 


Senator A NDERSON, The point is, they can go on the open marke 
and a money for less than that. 

.Cocuran, Yes. In this case, you really are raising the questior 

If the Federal Government extends them an interest-free loan ove! 

long period of years without any cost of raising the money, wha 
figures should we put there? 

One other factor. Inthe Langer subcommittee hearings, Mr. Stieten 
roth of the Mississippi Power Co. introduced a letter from EBASCO 
KBASCO is a master of the techniques of exploitation. In this case 
they were jacking up Mr. Stietenroth for having computed these 
benefits wrong. They threw out the $3.5 million benefit that he 
had figured on Mississippi Power Co.’s tax-amortization certificates, 
and sent him a table which is almost identical with the table whic] 
we had drawn up 2 years earlier, showing him it would run up to 
about $26 million. In the past, Mr. Stietenroth had been compelled 
to transfer tax savings to surplus, where it was then converted into 
common stock on which the dividends were 9 percent per year. 

This is really all we know about the situation. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think there is a small amount of high finance 
in some of these things, myself. I just do not want the advocates of 
public power to start using it. 

Mr. Rogsrnson. Sir, could we submit for the record a table of ow 
calculations ? 

Senator ANprerson. You may. If you had submitted it to me, | 
would like to have had it. I would like to see where you get $338 
million out of a $50-million-saving in a 45-year period. 

Mr. Cocuran. You cannot do it unless you accept the assumption 
that the taxpayers are entitled to the same return on their money 
that the company insists it has to have in order to stay in business. 
If you knock out that assumption, you have to lower the total benefits. 

Senator ANnpeRson. All right. You submit your statement for the 
record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

NATIONAL RurRAL ELectric COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. C., May 4, 1955. 


Hon. CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committec on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: The information on accelerated tax amortization 
benefits is as follows: 

The Idaho Power Co. has applied for accelerated tax amortization certificates 
on the Oxbow and Brownlee projects on the Snake River. The company has 
requested certificates on a total investment in these projects of $103,082,000. 
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The table attached is based upon the assumption that the Office of Defense Mobi- 
lization will grant the certificates to the Idaho Power Co. using the same per- 
centage on certificates as they used in making similar grants to the Washington 
Water Power Co. on Cabinet Gorge Dam and the Virginia Electric Power Co. on 
Roanoke Rapids, i. e., 65 percent. 

The table is based upon the further assumption that the company will take 

ivantage of the certificates issued and withhold the maximum legal amount of 
Federal income taxes. The withholdings on a $1 million certificate are shown 

, column 3 amounting to $468,000. It is also assumed that in the years follow- 
ing complete depreciation of these properties that the company’s taxes are in- 
creased enough so that ultimately over a 45-year period this increase in the 
company’s taxes will result in the repayment of the total interest-free loan of 
£468,000 on each $1 million certificate. 

Che total subsidy to Idaho Power Co. under this arrangement would be in 
excess of $338 million. If you assume that the company, in accordance with 

ind utility practices, will use these depreciation reserves for investment 
in their plant. If these depreciation reserves or deferred taxes or interest- 
free loans (whatever you want to call them) are invested in the company 
facilities, it is assumed that the company will earn 6 percent on the investment. 
The total subsidy of $338 million is the value of these interest-free loans invested 
at 6 percent compounded annually. We feel these figures are conservative and 
sound. We presented them to the Federal Power Commission at the hearing 
which resulted in FPC Opinion No. 264 and they were not successfully challenged. 

In part 2 of the hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee of the 
Judiciary, United States Senate, 83d Congress, 2d session, entitled, ““Power 
Poliey—Dixon-Yates Contract,” there is an extended discussion on tax amorti- 
zation benefits to electric utilities betwene James D. Stietenroth, formerly the 
secretary-treasurer of the Mississippi Power & Light Co., and the counsel for 
the committee. This discussion extends from page 379 through page 383 and is 
supported by exhibit 15 which appears on pages 746-747 of the same volume. 

The exhibit indicates that the tax department of EBASCO Services, Ine. 
computed benefits of accelerated tax amortization certificates in a manner almost 
identical with that we used earlier befogre the Federal Power Commission and 
have used in computing the benefits to Idaho Power Co., in our testimony. Mr. 
Stietenroth in his testimony stated that the discussion of accelerated tax amorti- 
zation beneiits began as a project designed to prove that the benefits from 
accelerated tax amortization were nil. When they found that the benefits 
were so staggering—-on the basis of their own computations—they simply filed 
the material and decided not to say anything to the American people. 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to throw further light on our computa- 
tions 

Sincerely, 
CLay L. CocHRAN, 
Director, Legislation, Research, and Management Department. 
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Computation of total benefits derived by commercial electric corporations for 
an accelerated amortization certificate of $1 million 











| 
Cumulative © percent | Interest free Deferred Net benefit 
Year tal benefits | Mterest per loan taxes paid? | each ve 
al be annum loan ixes paid each year 
: | 
. 
] = $93, 600 $93, 600 
2 £02 AOD $5 Alf 93. 600 | 99, 21¢ 
a 72, S16 11, 599 93, 600 | 105, 19 
4 298. 0] 17, 881 93. 600 | 111, 48 
409, 496 570 93, GOK | 118, 17 
f 527. 666 31, 660 $10, 400 | 21, 260 
7 418, G2¢ 10, 400 | 22. 53¢ 
~ 71. 4¢ 10, 400 23, RRS 
9 5. 350 10, 400 25, 32 
10 620, 671 10, 400 | 26, 84 
11 647, 511 10, 400 28, 451 
12 6 962 10, 400 30, 158 
13 7 120 10, 400 31, 967 
14 % O87 10, 400 33, 88 
15 771, 972 10, 400 35, 918 
16 807, 890 10, 400 | 38, 073 
17 845, 963 10, 400 40, 358 
18 RAE 9] 10, 400 | 
19 929. 100 10, 400 ¢ 
0 O74. 446 10, 400 , 067 
21 1, 022, 513 10, 400 | 50, 951 
22 1, 073, 464 10, 400 54, 008 
23 1, 127, 472 10, 400 
24 1, 184, 720 10, 400 
25 1, 245, 403 10, 400 | 
26 1, 309, 727 10, 400 | 
27 1,377, 911 10, 400 
28 1, 450, 186 10, 400 | 
29 1, 526, 797 10, 400 | 
30 1, 608, 005 10, 400 | 
3 1, 694, O85 10, 400 | 
32 1, 785, 330 10, 400 
33 1, 882, 050 10, 400 
34 1, 984, 573 10, 400 
3h 2 093, 247 10, 400 | 115, 195 
3¢ 2, 208, 442 10, 400 122, 106 
37 2, 330, 548 10, 400 129, 433 
38 2, 459, 981 10, 400 | 137, 199 
39 2, 597, 180 10, 400 | 145, 431 
40 2, 742. 611 10, 400 | 154, 157 
41 2, 896, 768 10, 400 | 163, 406 
42 3. 060, 174 10, 400 | 173, 210 
43 3, 233, 384 10, 400 | 183, 603 
44 3, 416, 987 10, 400 | 194, 619 
45 3. 611. 606 10, 400 206, 296 
4¢ 3, 817, 902 10, 400 218, 674 
47 4,036, 576 10, 400 231, 795 
48 4, 268, 371 10, 400 245, 702 
49 4 514.073 10, 400 260, 444 
50 4.774, 517 10, 400 276, 071 
Total : 5. 050, 588 468, 000 468, 000 5, 050, 588 


1 Federal corporation income taxes deferred 
? Deferred taxes assumed to be payable after facilities have been.depreciated 100 percent. 


Senator Anprerson. You have made a very interesting statement, 
Mr. Robinson, and I appreciate your coming here, gentlemen. 

Your prepared statement will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The statement is as follows) : 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, JR. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee; My name is Charles A. Robin- 
son, Jr. I am staff engineer of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- 
ciation, which is the national service organization for approximately 90 percent 
of all REA electric type borrowers in the United States and Alaska. Our asso- 
ciation has traditionally encouraged and supported construction, by the Federal 
Government, of multiple-purpose river basin development projects where they 
are feasible and where the hydroelectric power from them can be marketed to pref- 
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erence customers in accordance with the established principles of Federal power 
marketing policy. This association has long been on record favoring Federal 
construction of a high-head dam at the Hells Canyon site, and we testified in 
support of legislation authorizing this project during the 82d Congress, 2d ses 
sion. Since that time, as an intervener before the Federal Power Commission, 
ve have testified in opposition to an application of the Idaho Power Co. for a 
icense to build three smaller hydroelectric projects near the Hells Canyon site 

hich would preclude development of the high-head Federal project. Our mem 
bership has consistently, by resolution, opposed the effort of the Idaho Power 
Co. to take for itself the benefit of the Hells Canyon site and has urged Congress 
to authorize the Federal project. 

During the 1952 hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama 
tion of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, and during the 
extended hearings before the Federal Power Commission on the license appli 

tion of the Idaho Power Co., the engineering and technical aspects of both 
the private and Federal plans for development of the Snake River have been 
exhaustively studied, interpreted, analyzed, adjusted, revised, and in some in 
stances, we fear, distorted to achieve previously calculated and desired results 

We are of the opinion, however, that there are 4 salient arguments in favor 
of Federal development of the Hells Canyon site which have not been shaken by 
; vears of argument and attack. 

First, the preponderance of opinion and evidence indicates that the Federal 
plant for a high-head development at the Hells Canyon site would develop sub- 
stantially more power than would the three dam proposal of the Idaho Power Co. 

Second, the proposal for Federal development would provide substantially 
greater amounts of flood control and power storage than would the proposal of 
the Idaho Power Co. 

Third, and probably most important, the Federal plan of development would 
reserve for use by the people of the Northwest one of their greatest remaining 
undeveloped natural resources whereas the Idaho Power Co. plan would divert 
the benefits of this resource to the corporate stockholders of the company. 

Fourth, the power developed under a Federal construction and marketing plan 
would be made available to public utility districts, municipalities, rural electric 
cooperatives, and other preference agencies in accordance with established 
Federal power policy. 


THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL POWER IN THE NORTHWEST 


The Bonneville Power Administration predicted, in his Advance Program, 1954, 
that in the period 1954-55 through 1960-61, the Federal generating facilities 
now in operation, plus those under construction, will enable the area to serve 
all firm loads although, during any critical water condition period, steam electric 
generation will have to be used, and interruptible industrial loads curtailed. 
Subsequent to the installation of the last generator at the Dallas Dam, scheduled 
for 1961, the hydroelectric resources of the Federal system will remain at a 
constant level. Energy requirements, however, will continue to mount. The 
Bonneville Power Administrator also stated, in transmitting to the Secretary of 
the Interior his Advance Program, 1954, that 

“Because of the very large Federal investment in power facilities in the region, 
these Federal facilities will, for some time to come, be the largest single factor 
ip the power supply of the region. * * * Each new multiple purpose project 
should be built and operated, regardless of ownership, as part of an integrated 
regional power system. Requirements of general area service should be envisoned 
in planning future extensions to the regional high voltage grid in order to adjust 
resources to loads most efficiently.” 

The Administrator stated, in his report, that after balancing foreseeable loads 
with presently scheduled generation, he found that firny loads will exceed the 
prime capability of the west group of the Northwest Power Pool by over 200,000 
kilowatts during the 1961-62 season, and that by 1963-64, the power deficit will 
be 800,000 kilowatts. This potential 800,000 kilowatts shortage does not, he said, 
include consideration of the existing 400,000 kilowatts interruptible industrial 
load, steam displacement, or any large expansion of electrochemical or electro- 
metallurgical industries. The Administrator estimated that, during the next 
decade, from 1 to 3 million kilowatts of new capacity could be sold to new indus- 
trial customers, even if the power rate exceeds to some extent the present Bonne- 
ville rate of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour at a 100 percent load factor. The Bonne- 
ville Administrator stated that this substantial shortage would have sharp reper- 
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cussions on the Federal Government's marketing policy and that the Bonnevill 
Power Administration, under critical water conditions, would be unable to meet 
the full requirements of its nonpreference customers in any year from 1954 until 
1$64. The privately owned utility systems will, of course, feel the initial con- 
sequences of a shortage of Federal power, and by 1963-64, the load growth o 
preference customers will absorb practically the entire capability of the Federa 
plants now under construction. In our opinion, Mr. Chairman, the conclusions 
of the Bonneville Administrator, Dr. Pearl, a noted engineer, represent the result 
of careful study. They fully establish the need for authorization and constru 
tion of substantial blocks of additional hydroelectric capacity for marketing 
through the Bonneville Power Administration. 


NEEDS OF THE RURAL ELECTRIC SYSTEMS IN THE NORTHWEST 


Statistics published by the Rural Electrification Administration show that 
the total energy input of all rural electric systems in Oregon, Washingtor 
Idaho, and Montana, increased from approximately 61.6-million kilowatt-houw 
in 1948 to 858-million kilowatt-hour in 1953. This is a fourteen-fold increas¢ 
during a 10 year period—1,300 percent. Between 1950 and 1954, the loads of the 
rural electric systems in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana nearly doubled, 
from 440-million kilowatt-hours per year to 960-million kilowatt-hours per year 
This trend is equivalent to a uniform annual increase of 18.2 percent. There 
is every evidence that this trend will continue which means that, if the present 
trend continues, by 1970 the rural electric systems in the Northwest will be sery- 
ing a load of approximately 10.85-billion kilowatt-hours per year. 

The rural electric systems of the Northwest are seriously concerned lest thei 
growth and development be curtailed by a shortage of low-cost hydroelectric 
power which, because of the prevalent scarcity of thermal generation and high 
cost of fuel, is the lifeblood of the rural electrification program and the life- 
blood of the entire economic pattern of the area. 


MORE POWER FROM FEDERAL DEVELOPMENT OF HELLS CANYON 


During the more than 1 year of expert technical testimony before FPC Exam- 
iner William J. Costello on the application of the Idaho Power Co. for a li- 
cense to build 8 hydroelectric projects to replace the Federal project, no less 
than 8 well-known engineers, representing all parties involved, submitted 40 
separate estimates of the prime power which would be available for the pro 
posed Federal high-head Hells Canyon Dam as contrasted with that which would 
be available from the 3 dams proposed by the Idaho Power Co. The average of 
their opinions for various conditions of length of draw-down period, additional 
irrigation acreage, and other conditions, results in a figure of 940,000 kilowatts 
of prime power available from the Federal high-head dam, compared with 598,000 
kilowatts of prime power that would be available from the company proposal. 
This means that the Federal dam would produce 342,000 kilowatts more of prime 
power than would the company proposed scheme. 

This same group of experts ventured 26 separate opinions with respect to the 
amounts of average energy that would be available from the high-head Hells 
Canyon compared with the 3 dam proposal of the power companies. The average 
of these expert opinions indicates that, on the average, approximately 5.26- 
billion kilowatt-hours of energy would be available annually from the high- 
head Federal project, compared to 4.92-billion kilowatt-hours from the company 
proposal. 

We feel there is, therefore, a clear superiority for the high-head Federal Hells 
Canyon Project with respect to overall quantities of both power and energy 
available. 

The superiority of the high-head Federal project does not, however, end with 
a bare comparison of the amounts of prime power and average energy that will 
be available from it compared to the company proposal. One of the most im- 
portant factors, in our opinion, is that the Federal project would be intercon- 
nected and operated as an integral part of the comprehensive plan for develop- 
ment of the Columbia River Basin, while the dam proposed by the company 
would be at best “coordinated” with the Federal plants in the Pacific North- 
west. The degree with which the company would coordinate the operation of its 
three proposed plants with downstream Federal projects would, in large measure, 
determine whether or not the Government could utilize for power production at 
its downstream plants the limited storage capacity made available by the com- 





AE 


taba 













1() 
ld 
of 
al 
ts 
) 
il. 


ie 


SR 


ES 


1 ARR baa ae a occ 


baci A 


HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—OREGON 559 


y's proposed Brownlee project. It is entirely possible that under actual op- 
ing conditions, the 3 proposed power company projects—even if indeed all 
would be built—would be operated in such manner as to produce substantially 
esser quantities of downstream power and energy than have been estimated to 
available from them. 
All of the expert witnesses that appeared before the Federal Power Commis- 
on during the hearings on the company application credited both the high-head 
ederal dam and the three dams proposed by the company with appreciable 
ocks of additional prime capability and energy which would accrue to existing 
nd authorized downstream Federal projects. In general, the high-head Hells 
nyon project was credited with substantially greater benefits to downstream 
rojects than was the company plan. This is an aspect of the problem about 
which I shall speak at greater length later. For these reasons we feel that the 
est assurance to the Federal Government that maximum downstream benefits 
accrue from a project at the Hells Canyon site lies in construction of the high- 
ead Federal project. 


HE FEDERAL DAM WILL PROVIDE FAR GREATER UPSTREAM STORAGE BENEFITS 


There seems to be little controversy concerning the fact that the Federal high- 

ad dam at Hells Canyon will provide 3,880,00 acre-feet of usable storage 
vhereas the three-dam proposal of the company would provide usable storage of 

nly 1 million acre-feet of usable storage. The construction of additional up- 
tream hydro-electric projects with substantial reservoir storage capacity is of 
extreme importance to the continued efficient operation of the Federal power 

stem in the Northwest. Again referring to the advance program, 1954, the 
Bonneville Power Administrator stated therein that: 

One of the most economical sources of power for the Pacific Northwest is 

ditional head-water storage to firm up downstream plants. The importance 

f storage reservoirs On the Columbia River arises from the river’s flow charac- 
teristics, as well as the regions dependence of hydro-electric energy. As run-of- 

ver plants such as Bonneville, generating capability is at a peak in summer 

hen the flow is high, but power loads are lowest. Higher system capability can 
he obtained by building upstream reservoirs that will store water in summer 
vhen flows are high and release it in the winter when flows are iow.” 

Obviously the Federal plan is far more beneficial with respect to upstream 
water storage characteristics. The Federal Government has a total investment of 
§2,478,200,000 in 12 multiple-purpose projects and transmission facilities in the 
Pacific Northwest. Approximately $1,754,600,000, or 71 percent of the total of 
this figure, is allocated to power. It seems incomprehensible to us that the 
Congress, having authorized the expenditure and appropriated funds for this 
nvestment, largely in downstream projects, will now reverse its position and 
allow private utility companies to appropriate the sites reserved for upstream 
reservoir Storage projects. It is our opinion that the private utility companies 
in the Northwest realize that they can, in large measure, gain control over the 
power production of the downstream Federal projects by appropriating the head- 
water reservoir sites for their own use. The Pacific Northwest Power Co., which 
sa combination of the Montana Power Co., Washington Water Power Co., Pacific 
Power & Light Co., and the Portland General Electric Co., has already received a 
preliminary permit from the Federal Power Commission for construction of a 
244,000 kilowatt plant at the Bruces Eddy site on the Clearwater River. This is 
a large upstream storage project with 2,460,000 acre feet of storage. Last year, 
legislation known as S. 3434 was introduced in the Senate for the purpose of 
securing a Federal subsidy for construction of these upstream projects by the 
private utility companies. A similar proposal is embodied in 8S. 1574 this year. 
This legislation provides, in part, for the Secretary of the Interior to fix the bene- 
fits accruing to downstream Federal projects from upstream reservoir projects 
constructed by private utility companies and to levy on the Federal power revenue 
to pay the private companies for such benefits. 

Hells Canyon is potentially the second largest upstream storage project in the 
Federal plan. What would be the result of such legislation with respect to the 
Hells Canyon site? If the Federal dam is not authorized and the company plan 
soes forward, not only will the people of the Pacific Northwest be deprived of 
324,000 kilowatts of prime capacity and 2.9 million acre-feet of reservoir storage, 
both of which will go to waste, but the Federal Government would be deprived 
of the revenue from the Hells Canyon project and would be simultaneously 
liable to pay such benefits as might accrue to its downstream projects from the 
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limited development of the Hells Canyon site by the power company. Private 
utility companies undertaking these upstream storage projects would secure 
operating control not only of the at-site power. but of the far greater quantities 
of power made available downstream by the water released from the project. 
Although the Federal Government would pay for downstream benefits, it might 
not have control over their availability. 

Moreover, Federal power construction agencies, in securing congressional 
authorizations and appropriations for development of comprehensive river basin 
development plans, must design with two criteria in mind. Each individual 
project of the plan must show a benefit to cost ratio of better than one, and the 
overall Comprehensive plan must show a benefit to cost ratio of better than one 
If the private utility companies are allowed to develop the more desirable head 
Water reservoir storage sites with the aid of subsidies in the form of Federal] 
payment for downstream benefits, the Government is going to be left to develop 
the less desirable sites and the overall economy of the comprehensive basin 
development plan will be reduced. This is especially applicable with respect. to 
the Pacific Northwest and Hells Canyon. 

During testimony on fiscal year 1955 appropriations for civil functions, Depart 
ment of the Army, it was stated by the Corps of Engineers that the Ice Harbo 
project, downstream from Hells Canyon on the Snake River, with 186,000 kilo 
watts of average continuous power, would be infeasible without assuming benefits 
from proposed upstream storage. The storage development upstream from Ic¢ 
Harbor is the Hells Canyon project. The Government has already spent approxi 
mately 114 million dollars on planning the Ice Harbor project as an integral unit 
in the overall development plan for the Columbia River Basin system, and the 
Senate has twice appropriated funds for its construction, although each time 
the money wus deleted by a conference committee. We feel that this is a case 
exactly in point as to why private development of upstream headwater projects 
especially those which provide appreciably less storage than a Federal plan, is 
detrimental to the interest of the Federal Government. 


HELLS CANYON POWER WOULD BENEFIT MORE PEOPLE 


Under the proposed legislation, S. 1333, power from the Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam would be marketed in accordance with the Bonneville Project Act of 1937 
which provides preference in the availability of such power to municipalities, 
public utility districts, rural electric cooperatives, and other preference customers. 
The Federal Hells Canyon project would be integrated through the facilities of 
the Bonneville Power Administration with other Federal hydroelectric projects 
in the Northwest and power from it sold at a postage stamp rate throughout the 
area. It is our opinion that by the time the Hells Canyon project can be placed in 
operation, the preference customers now served by the Bonneville Power Admin 
istration will require an appreciable portion of it to meet expanding load. 

If the Idaho Power Co. is allowed to appropriate the Hells Canyon site for 
its own use, and if other large Federal hydroelectric projects are not started in 
the immediate future, the preference customers in the Pacific Northwest face the 
prospect of an acute power shortage within 10 years, and would presumably 
be forced to rely for supplemental energy on traditionally unfriendly power 
companies or upon their own fuel generation which would compare most un- 
favorably, in this high cost fuel area, with the cost of power from the Federal 
system. Under the proposal of the Idaho Power Co. for appropriation of the Hells 
Canyon site, power from its plants would not be marketed in accordance with 
the preference principles of Federal power legislation. The rural electric coop- 
eratives in the Pacific Northwest could anticipate no benefits from the company 
proposal. 

It is no more than reasonable to suppose that if the company is allowed to 
proceed with its proposal, large potential benefits available from the Snake River, 
which have been contemplated as ultimately contributing to the overall benefit 
to cost ratio of the Columbia River Basin development program, will be diverted 
from the people of the Northwest to the shareholders of the Idaho Power Co. 
We feel that the Congress, in considering authorization of the Hells Canyon 
project, must give full consideration to the fact that failure to authorize the 
Hells Canyon project may allow a private utility company to appropriate for its 
own profit the resources of a navigable river basin which we think the Congress 
holds in trust for the use of all of the people. In addition, the serious effect of 
the company proposal on the existing Federal investment in downstream multiple 
purpose projects must be considered. 
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WHO WILL PAY FOR HELLS CANYON DEVELOP MENT? 


Estimates for construction of the high-head Hells Canyon project, including the 
ost of additional generators at downstream units required to realize the reser- 
-oir storage benefits attributed to Hells Canyon, have ranged from $404 million 
to $424 million including the cost of additional units at downstream projects. 
We understand the Bureau feels that an estimate made as of the present time 
would be very substantially lower. The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that 
approximately 95 percent of the entire project cost will be allocated to power 
and will be repaid to the Treasury of the United States at 3 percent interest 
within 50 years after the eighth generator is installed. The estimate of the 
Bonneville Power Administration for necessary transmission facilities to inte- 
grate the project with the existing system would also be entirely reimbursable 
and repaid to the Treasury over a 50-year period at 244 percent interest. Thus, 
the money appropriated from the Federal Treasury to build the high-head Federal 
Hells Canyon project would not be a cost to the Federal Government, but would 
be an investment in a type of facility which has proyen its repayment ability. 
Subsequent to full amortization after the 50th year of repayment, the Govern- 
ment would enjoy income from the project sufficient to repay its cost a second 
time within the second 50-year period. In other words, the people who use the 
power will pay for the project in 50 years and then the Government will have an 
asset, debt free, still worth probably as much as the dam will cost. 

Now let us examine the proposal of the private utility companies for con- 
struction of the project. Estimates for construction costs for the company 
proposal vary between $129 million and $176 million. The company, in its 
proposal, claims that these funds will be provided by private capital without 
cost to the taxpayers of the United States. As of Monday, April 25, 1955, how- 
ever, the Idaho Power Co. had pending before the Office of Defense Mobilization, 
applications for rapid depreciation certificates which would allow the company 
to depreciate, over a 5-year period, for income tax purposes, $35,944,000 of total 
cost of the proposed Oxbow development, and $67,138,000 of the proposed cost 
of the Brownlee development. In other words, Mr. Chairman, of the estimated 
$129 to $175 million construction costs of these two projects, the company has 
already filed with the United States Government a request that it be allowed 
to depreciate $103,082,000 of their value within a 5-year period. 

Assuming that the certificates are granted in the amount of 65 percent of the 
requested amount (the percentage allowed Washington Water Power on the 
Cabinet Gorge hydroelectric plant), the tax savings accruing during the 5-year 
rapid amortization period would amount to an interest-free loan of over $31 
million. Invested over a 50-year period at 6 percent, this would return a total 
subsidy to the company of $338,406,063 after the repayment, during a 45-year 
period, of the taxes which the company withheld during the initial 5-year 
period. This is almost twice the highest estimate of the construction cost of 
all three projects proposed for construction by the company. 

It appears to us, Mr. Chairman, that claims by the company of being ready 
and able to finance construction of its proposed partial development of the Snake 
River by private financing are false, and that actually the Federal Government 
will subsidize more than the entire construction costs under the proposal of 
the Idaho Power Co. By contrast, the Federal plan of construction calls for 
repayment over a 50-year period of 95 percent of the total cost of the project, 
including 100 percent of that portion of the cost allocated to power. Presumably, 
during the succeeding 50-year period, the Government would receive sufficient 
revenue to repay the cost of the project once again. From a purely financial 
aspect, we can conceive of no possible advantage to the Government in sub- 
sidizing private construction of the project as opposed to Federal construction. 


SUMMARY 


In summary, Mr. Chairman, allow me to reiterate that the rural electric sys- 
tems throughout the country, especially those in the Pacific Northwest, are 
wholeheartedly in support of construction by the Federal Government of the 
high-head Hells Canyon project proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation provided 
the marketing of power therefrom would be in accordance with the preference 
principles of Federal power legislation. It is our opinion that the Federal project 
will provide significantly more prime capability and more average annual energy 
than the company plan. The additional capacity and energy will be badly needed 
because the area will be experiencing an acute power shortage by the time Hells 
Canyon project can be completed. The large reservoir storage capacity of the 
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Federal project, as contrasted with the relatively small storage capacity of 
privately proposed project, would spell security for the Government’s eXisti: 
$2-billion investment in downstream multiple-purpose projects, and would he 
to maintain the ultimate feasibility of the overall development plan for 
Columbia River Basin system. 

The argument is frequently made by commercial utility companies that unde: 
their plan for construction of hydroelectric projects, the income from the proj; 
erties is subject to the Federal income tax, whereas the revenues accruing t 
projects built by the Federal Government is not. From this premise, the com 
panies draw the conclusion that private construction means increased Federal} 
income taxes from the area. 

We believe this to be a false conclusion. The income tax of a given are 
depends on the overall income of the inhabitants rather than on the income ot 
any one private or corporate taxpayer. In areas where the Federal Government 
has undertaken large scale development of hydroelectric facilities, major indus 
trial, agricultural, and economical development has followed. This developme! 
broadens the overall tax base of the area served. The incomes of existing 
inhabitants increase and new incomes, stemming from stimulated economic de 
velopment, so broaden the tax base as to overshadow the small increment of 
increased Federal income tax that would have been made available from a single 
corporate income under commercial utility company development. 

Finally, the obvious attempt of the Idaho Power Co. to secure Federal sub 
sidization of its proposed plan through the issuance of rapid tax amortization 
certificates indicates to us that the company anticipates and expects the tax 
payers of the country to lend it appreciable financial assistance if its plan is 
approved. By comparison, construction of the federally proposed project would 
cost the Government less than nothing in that 95 percent of its total cost, in 
cluding all cost allocable to power, will be repaid within a 50-year period, and 
it will still have the asset. We sincerely hope that the subcommittee will favor 
ably report S. 1333 authorizing construction of the highhead Federal dam at 
the Hells Canyon site. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the record the attached copies of 
resolutions Nos. 5-B and 5-G which specifically urge construction by the Federal 
yovernment of the Hells Canyon Dam. These resolutions were unanimously 
adopted by the 13th annual meeting of members of this association on February 
17, 1955, in Atlantic City, N. J. 


RESOLUTION No. 5-B 


(Unanimously adopted by the 13th annual meeting of members of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, February 17, 1955) 


Whereas long established Federal power policy, embraced in the basic resource 
laws of the land for over 50 years calls for the full development of the people’s 
resources, and 

Whereas the full development of the water resources of the Columbia River 
Basin requires the construction of a high dam at the Hells Canyon site on the 
Snake River; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the rural electric systems strongly endorse the Morse- 
Neuberger-Pfost bill authorizing a Federal high dam at Hells Canyon; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That we urge the authorization of Hells Canyon Dam at this session 
of the Congress and the appropriation of adequate funds to get construction 
underway immediately ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we condemn the campaign of the Idaho Power Co. to seize 
control of the middle Snake River in order that it may construct three small 
dams which would result in the waste of approximately half the power potential 
of that area. 


RESOLUTION No. 5-G 


Whereas there are a great number of hydroelectric projects throughout the 
United States for the development of low-cost electric power ; and 

Whereas, these projects are needed to meet the requirements for electric power 
in the Nation; and 

Whereus, there is a need for the acceleration of the program of conservation 
and control of our rivers for power, irrigation, flood control, and other benefits 
which are essential for the prosperity of the Nation; now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved that we urge Congress to appropriate necessary funds for planning 
ind constructing multiple purpose hydroprojects meeting the standards laid 
wn for feasible multipurpose dam construction, and by way of illustration 
uding the following dams among others: Jim Woodruff, Niagara, Big Bend 
Missouri River Basin, Oahe, Glendo, Yellowtail, Frying Pan-Arkansas, Table 
Rock, Keystone, McGee Bend, Greers Ferry, Eufala, Hells Canyon, Ice Harbor, 
Libby. Hartwell, Upper Columbia, Buford, Colorado River storage project, John 
Day and Passamaquoddy ; be it further 
Resolved that Congress enact the necessary legislation to assure the people 
it development of hydroelectric sites solely for power production purposes, 
ommercial utilities, or non-Federal agencies may be undertaken only when 
development will not interfere with ultimate comprehensive river basin 
evelopment, which because of size and complexity of purpose should be prop- 
erly undertaken by Federal agencies; be it further 
Resolved that we urgently request Congress to appropriate necessary funds 
transmission facilities to integrate river basin project power facilities, de- 
very of power to the load centers of preference customers; and be it further 
Resolved that rights of preference customers, under the Flood Control Act of 
i944, be recognized, and that preference customers be advised that power is 
\ilable and their needs met before contracts or interim agreements are made 
th commercial utilities for disposal of power from various power projects. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
Senator Anperson. The next witness is Mr. Frank N. Calvin, rep- 
resenting the Farmers Union Central Exchange. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK N. CALVIN, FARMERS UNION CENTRAL 
-EXCHANGE, ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Carvin. My name is Frank N. Calvin. I am representing the 
Farmers Union Central Exchange, Inc., of South St. Paul, Minn., an 
organization which is owned by 750 local cooperative organizations 
located in the States of Wisconsin, Minnesota, North and South 
Dakota, Montana, and parts of Idaho and Wyoming. There are more 
than 250,000 farmer owners of these organizations. 

[ wish to read here resolutions passed by our annual stockholders 
meetings the last 2 years. The first one is on public power and was 
adopted at the annual meeting of March 3, 1954, on public power: 


The wise development of our natural resources requires comprehensive pro 
grams which will combine and coordinate the generation of electric power, 
irrigation, flood control, navigation, and soil conservation. That there may be 
ample and cheap electric power available to the people of the United States, 
the public-power program must be continued. Every effort must be made to 
ounteract the propaganda campaign now being carried on by the American 
electrie light and power companies, which is to cripple our ample and cheap- 
power program. This program has brought power to over 90 percent of our 
Nation’s farms. Public power is a yardstick that has brought down wholesale 
electric rates to our rural electric cooperatives and through cheap power the 
marginal areas have been able to secure electricity. We hereby recommend that 
the Congress of the United States continue to appropriate money to develop the 
natural power resources of this country, including Hells Canyon Dam in Idaho 
and the power development of the St. Lawrence River in cooperation with 
Canada. 


That is a resolution passed in 1954. 

At our annual meeting on March 2, 1955, the following resolution 
on natural resources development was adopted : 

Through the development of our natural resources, many benefits have been 
brought to the people of the United States, such as the generation of electric 
power, recreation, and wildiife and soil conservation. These hydroelectric gen- 
erating facilities have brought to our people, through the rural electric coop 
eratives, electric power that would otherwise have never been available. 
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Therefore, we recommend that the Congress of the United States continue | 
appropriate funds for the development of such other natural power resources 
of this country, including Hells Canyon Dam in Idaho and the power and navi 
gation development of the St. Lawrence River in cooperation with Canada. 

I have these two resolutions and will present them for the record 

It is the duty of our central exchange organization to procure for 
and supply to the many local cooperatives petroleum products, auto- 
motive and tractor supplies, feed, seed, fertilizers, agricultural chem 
icals, necessary farm hardware and paints, farm machinery, electrical 
equipment, and various other farm needs. The farmer-owners in turn 
procure their supplies from these local cooperatives. 

It is expected that our organization procure these supplies of highest 
quality on the best terms possible. It becomes necessary under these 
conditions to actually process some of these materials, and in some 
cases our procurement must become basic and requires that we own 
and operate oil wells and mines from which we obtain the basic raw 
materials which we have to process. We now own oil wells and have 
interest in phosphate deposits and mines. We also have fertilizer 
plants which are operating on a local basis now, one at Winona, Minn., 
and one at Green Bay, Wis. Those plants were established in 1947, 
and since that time, to show the growth of the fertilizer requirements 
in the area, they have increased from nothing to over 100,000 tons a 
year. 

Fertilizer is one of these products. We believe there is no question 
in the minds of anyone that fertilizer for our farmers is a most neces- 
sary requirement, first, to insure the production of the required volume 
of food and fiber, second, to assure the quality of these materials and, 
third, to make them available economically. 

Senator ANDERSON. May I stop you a minute, Mr. Calvin, to ask 
you if it is not true at the present time that there is a discussion as to 
the possibility that maybe support prices on certain products should 
be bi sed upon the quality of that product. 

Mr. Carvin. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. That law has not been passed, but at least that 
is an agitation that faces the American farmer at the present time. 
If that law should be passed, then the ability of the farmer to acquire 
fertilize r of the right kind is a very important consideration, is it not? 

Mr. Cavin. That is definitely so, definitely. 

Senator ANDERSON. You are familiar with the effort the Farmers 
Union has been making to obtain a portion of the potash development 
in the Southwest, particularly in my State. Are you familiar with 
the fact that when the first two mines were down and there was dis- 
cussion of the possibility of a third mine, there were strong predictions 

that that would destroy the whole potash industry of this country 4 

Mr. Carvin. I heard something of that kind; yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Now there are six ver i large operations going, 
and more coming along, and still the farmers’ capacity or need is not 
yet satisfied. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Carvin. That is right. In the beginning of our operations, 
which goes back about 7 years, up until the last year we were limited 
in the amount of fertilizer we could produce, primarily because of 
potash—phosphate, too, but primarily potash at that time. 

Senator ANprrson. I have some permanent pasture on my farm, and 
I find that sometimes the grasses get ahead of the clovers. Is there 
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iny other method you know which brings them back into balance 
except changing the composition of the fertilizer which I put on to 
stimulate the one which is lagging behind ? 

Mr. Cavin. I do not know of any ; no. 

Senator ANDERSON. When the clovers get too far ahead of the 
vrasses, I have to reverse the process and change the fertilizer again. 
Is not "this whole story of fertilizer very closely tied to our whole 
sricultural picture and makes it probably the key to whether the 
farmer has a successful operation or an unsuce essful one? 

Mr. Carvin. I do not think there is any question about that. Of 
rse, you are familiar with the old experiments which have been 
e on pasture, in which cattle would eat on the fertilized areas but 
ild not eat on the unfertilized areas. I do not think you need any 

ter illustration of fertilizer needs than that old experiment. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you. Go ahead. 

“7 Cavin. The population of our country is increasing very 

idly. Weall know that a population of close to 200 million ‘people 

: apa within 20 or 25 years. The land suitable for producing 

food and fiber products is now being used. ‘The products being taken 
from this land are rapidly depleting its fertility and its ability to 
produce. The land must be protected and built up to m: 1XimuM pro- 
ductive capacity to insure life for our people. ‘Therefore, the pro- 

luctive capacity of any particular piece of land is not only the 
responsibility of the individual owning and working that land, but 
of all the population of the country whose existence is dependent on 
products from the land. 

The Northwest area we cover is the breadbasket of the country. 
The products from this area, both in quality and volume, go far in 
guaranteeing the existence of the whole country. The maintenance of 
the productive capacity of the area becomes a problem for all the popu- 
lation of the country. We have seen the increase in the use of fertilizer. 
i our area, in Wisconsin, it has doubled in just the last few years. 

| Minnesota it has practically doubled. It is up to 300,000 tons this 
st year, which is an increase from practically nothing 5 years ago. 

In North Dakota and South Dakota, the increase is just starting to 
develop rapidly, and the entire area shows very definite results. And 
the quality of the crops they are producing from the use of fertilizer 
is also improving greatly. 

The natural resources of the country must be reserved and used for 
all the people and not subject to a toll of exploitation for the particular 
advantage of a few of the people. 

Since fertilizer is so important, it is well to examine its supply and 
the procurement of that supply. 

Phosphorus is a basic requirement of all food and fiber, There would 
be no production without it. Because of its chemical characteristics 
and its affinity for other minerals which make it unavailable as plant 
food when united with them, it is often the ¢ ontrolling factor in plant 
growth. Usually the first signs of decreased production can be traced 
to a lack of plant available “phosphorus. History shows that where 
land productive capacity has decreased perceptibly over a period of 
time, the addition of phosphor us to that land has turned the trend from 
a decreasing production to an increasing production immediately, Of 
course it is found that additions of other materials later become neces- 
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sary to replace depletions, but phosphorus usually comes first. It 
supply becomes a problem of all people. 

In this country there are now two main sources of supply of phos 
phorus Florida and the western area in Idaho, Montana, and part 
of Wyoming. There are differences in the types of material in the tw: 
areas, and they — somewhat different handling. The wester 
material usually is found in lower concentrations of elemental phos 
phorus. ‘To prevent waste of precious phosphorus, this western supply) 
requires different procurement techniques. Because of high transpor- 
tation costs, the western material should supply the needs of the west 
ern area, It can do this if our western resourees of che “ap waterpowe l 
‘an be retained for all the people as an implement for procuring phos 

whore, another necessary requirement of all the people. 

We already have proof of the economy and efficiency of electrical 
power production when the natural resources of an area are developed 
for the benefit of the area in the Bonneville power system. The popu 
lation of a whole area is able to have industry and work because of 
this power. The supply of this cheap power will be the determining 
factor in the de velopment of an area which has vast resources de 
pendent on cheap power for development. 

We might then ask, of what use will the development of vast mineral 
resources for useful physical enjoyment for the whole country be if 
there is not enough food to live because of a lack of phosphor us? 

The only logical answer for all the people is a combining of the 
usefulness of the two for the benefit of everyone. 

Cheap power is the determining factor in producing cheap and 
plentiful phosphorus in the western area. 

Engineering figures which we have indicate that from power cost 
alone the reduction of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour reduces the cost of 
producing elemental 2 tera 65499 cent per pound. This will 
mean a reduction in cost of a 65 percent phosphate fertilizer of $4.10 
a ton. 

From this alone we can vision immense savings on the cost of 
phosphorus when power is provided from a public system such as 
Bonneville as compared to the cost of power as quoted from other 
sources. The savings on a 65 percent phosphate fertilizer on this 
comparison would amount to $9 or more a ton. Those figures are 
given from definite quotations on power which have been made avail- 
able, as compared to the cost of power provided by the Bonneville 
system at the present time. They are also based on the fact that when 
you want to produce phosphate fertilizer in the area you want ig 
produc e as high-analysis phosphate as you can because of freight s: 
ings. The freight on 65 percent phosphate from the West into the 
northern area, our immediate area, is about $14 a ton. For that you 
get 65 units of phosphate. You would pay the same $14 a ton for 48 
percent or you would pay the same cost for 20 percent. 

The cost of elemental phosphorous in freight charged by the rail- 
roads is out of reason. It is away too high for some reason. So 
probably the most economical phosphate to ship over that distance 
would be something like a 65 percent phosphate, which we are aiming 
to handle. 

On that basis, in addition to the actual power costs—these figures 
which I have quoted have reference only to actual power cost—you can 
see how much electric power means to the production of phosphorus. 
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From the standpoint of the national welfare, there are still greater 
sayings that can be accomplished through the use of electric power. 
rhe western rock being generally of a phosphate concentration lower 
than can be processed by other methods suc h as the acid process, the 

ectric power through electric furnaces method is the only one 

ere most of the phosphate deposits of the West can be efficie ntly 
utilized without great waste. 

Engineering appr: aisals indicate o1 ily a 10 percent use fulness of 
ome of the best deposits w ith the acid method, where with the electric 
furnace method 4 to 5 times as much of the rock could be used. It is 


possible this last consideration is much more important even than the 
che Pp power rate. There will be a point where the power rate would 
be so high that it would outweigh the high transportation cost of 


ph conan us from other sources. 

The present predicament in the West is the fact that there is not 
enough electric power at any cost available or in prospect to operate 
even one sizable efficient electric power recovery unit for elemental 
| hos phorus. 

More power in the West is absolutely essential. The cheapest electric 
power is from waterpower obtained only from public resources. At 
present the most highly regarded location from all standpoints as 
pronounced by competent engineers is at Hells Canyon. Hells 
Canyon can be developed by small dams which would provide power 
alone in limited quantities, or it can be developed with a dam aaa 
enough to provide not only power in large quantities, but also irriga- 
tion water supplies and water transportation. 

In addition, it can provide storage for existing downstream power 
projects now active which would pr: actically double its potential and 
its usefulness, It will be self-liquidating, as the Bonneville project 
has already proven to be. 

For the general good, and logically, there is only one development 
which deserves consideration, and that is the building of the high dam 


at Hells ¢ anyon and incorporating it into the Bonneville system and 
retaining the Bonneville system control for the general vood of all the 
people, both in that immediate area and for the materials and espe- 


cially the pote nti al phosphorus supply for the whole Nation. 

Our more than 250,000 farm families in the Northwest have in 
their annual farmers’ meetings passed resolutions, some of which I 
have read to you, expressing their desire and their interest in this 
solution. I am making this statement at their command. 

Senator NEUBERGER (presiding). Thank you very, very much, Mr. 
Calvin. I am sorry your position on the program came so late that 
the other members are not here, but this will be part of the record 
and I want you to know that we certainly appreciate your presence 
and your contribution. 

| want to ask you just one question, if I may. 

Are you familiar with the rates charged by the Idaho Power Co. 
In general ? 

Mr. Carvin. I am familiar with the rate they have quoted to some 
of the companies out there, which is something like 5.3 to 5.8 mills. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think that power made available at 
their rates could provide for economical development of the phosphate 
deposits in southeastern Idaho? 
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Mr. Catvin. Not the most economic, no: but it can be provided, 
surely, but not the most economic. 

Senator Neupercer. You do not know what it would add to the 
cost of fertilizer per ton? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes. As I stated here, every 1 mill would increase 
the cost of 65 percent phosphate about $4 a ton. 

Senator Neusercer. You do not know exactly what their rates are 
which would apply ? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes, I know the rates that they have quoted. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think it would be possible for you 01 
some of the people who work with you in the Farmers Union Ex 
change to get the commercial rates of the Idaho Power Co., and figure 
out for us and submit to us at some early date, what impact this 
would have on the cost of fertilizers as compared with the existing 
Bonneville power rates, for example ? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes, I could do that. In addition to what I have in 
here, you mean ? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. I have already done that. 

Senator Neusercer. What I mean is at the present Idaho Power Co. 
rates, if you could work that out so we could have a comparison be- 
tween the Bonneville rates at present and the Idaho Power Co. rates 
at present in the development of phosphate, and submit it for the 
record. 

Mr. Carvin. I can do that on the ground of direct quotation. 

(The information referred to was not received at the time the hear- 
ings were printed.) 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. 

We will recess at this time until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:47 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m 
Wednesday, May 4, 1955.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1955 


Unitrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF 
rik COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, ED hP. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the com 

ttee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator 
Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico (chairman of 
the subcommittee) ; and Henry M. Jackson, Washington. 

lso present: Senators Richard L. Neuberger, Oregon; Henry C. 

Dworshak, Idaho; and Thomas H. Kuc hel, California; members of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Also present : Goodrich W. Lineweaver, member of the professional 
taff; Elmer K. Nelson, professional staff engineer; Stewart French, 
general counsel; and N. D. McSherry, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator Anprerson. The subcommittee will be in order. 

\re Mr. Huff and Mr. McDonald here? Go right ahead, Mr. Huff. 


Will you state your name and whom you represent, for the record, 


please ! 


STATEMENT OF C. E. HUFF, DENVER, COLO., MANAGER, NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION RESOURCES CORPORATION 


Mr. Hurr. Lam C. E. Huff, Denver, Colo., manager of the National 
Farmers Union Resources Corporation, speaking in support of S. 1333, 
authorizing the Federal development of Hells Canyon. 

I have a formal statement which I will read, but I should like to 
precede that with this statement, if you please, regarding the organ- 
ization’s position and immediate program. 

At an expenditure of just under a million dollars, the Farmers 
Union has proven out a commercially feasible potash project in New 
Mexico and has before it the responibility for securing distribution, 
usefully and efficiently to its members, of potash. 

No one plant-food ‘element may satisfactorily be used without the 
rest. The Farmers Union 7 years ago secured a substantial phosphate 
rock deposit in northeast Utah, and has not been able to bring that 
to development for lack of low-cost electric energy. 

It is the organization’s hope, therefore, that it will be able to bring 
a balanced program of fertilizers to its membership, particularly in 
the West and Midwest where the present membership largely is 
located. 


or 
“I 
—_ 
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So much for the direct and economic interests of the Farmers Unior 
in the enterprise proposed at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as manager of t 
National Farmers Union Resouces Corporation, 1 am here to present 
the views of our organization in regard to the authorization of the 
so-called high dam at the Hells Canyon site. Although the facts con 
cerning this proposed dam and site are well known, I think that a brief 


overall statement in regard to the multiple purpose potentials of th 
Snake River might we 1] ear repeating. 
The Hells Canyon sit aie aiedatieal remaining undeveloped natural 


site in the world. The plan calls for a dam which will be the third 
largest dam in the world, only exceeded by Grand Coulee in western 


Washington and Shasta in California. This great structure will 
impound 3,800,000 acre-feet of Snake River water which has an annual 
runoil of 12 million fe ‘et. It will consist of 5,100,000 cubic yards of 


concrete and steel and will not only produce directly and indirectly 
1,124,000 kilowatts of firm power but will make possible additional 
irrigation of millions of acres, improve navigation, and control floods. 

In our view, as I will later show, of paramount importance is the 
development of the phosphate beds in the area, but equally as impor- 
tant as this development is the production of the great block of power 
which the Northwest so sorely needs. We feel that the merits of the 
Hells Canyon project lie in its great multiple-purpose features. Hells 
C anyon, as planned by the engineers, will be a part of a vast compre- 

ensive multiple- purpose p lan. It was selected by the U nited States 

Corps of Engineers as 1 of the 5 great major storage projects in a 
combination of 34 projects constituting the main ¢ ‘ontrol plan for the 
Columbia River Basin. 

This comprehensive plan calls for: 

(1) A total of 27 million acre-feet of reservoir storage which will 
mi ake possible the development of nearly 12 million kilowatts of hydro- 
electric power estimated to be required in the regions between 1960 
and 1% 70. 

(2) Adequate transmission facilities to operate all power plants as 
a single system and to deliver energy to load centers. 

(3) Irrigation of approximately 4 million additional acres to 
increase the total irrigated area in the basin to more than 8 million 
acres, 

(4) Extension of slackwater barge navigation to Lime Point, 
miles above Lewiston, on Snake River, and to Wenatchee on the Colum- 
bia, and for water transportation of oil into the region, and limestone, 
copper, lead, and zinc as a return cargo. 

(5) The lower Columbia River plan, developed by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service in conjunction with the correspond- 
ing State agencies, to expand and improve the spawning area of the 
lower river tributaries and to provide satisfactory provisions at the 
migration point. 

It should be emphasized that no one dam or series of dams can end 
floods in the Columbia River Basin. Floods can only be prevented as 
in the Tennessee Valley by a basinwide group of dams operating in 
harmony for the purpose of controlling floods. Hells Canyon Dam 
is the key dam in the main control plan, and absolutely essential if 
floods are to be controlled and if much-needed hydroelectric power is 
to be generated. 
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the basic question confronting this committee and this Congress 
ind this administration is whether the rivers of the Pacific Northwest 
shall continue to be developed under the direction of the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the — benefit under a comprehensive program which 

ikes the fullest use of the running water. In our view, it is the 
Federal casas nt’s right and moral responsibility to build multi- 
ple-purpose dams according to a comprehensive engineering plan for 
the benefit of not only the people of the great Northwest but for the 
benefit of all the people i in the United States. 

There is no alternative to a comprehensive engineering plan if the 

ople are to benefit from their resources in the Northwest. If this 

smmittee and the Congress does not do the job, no one else will. If 
these great resources are handed over to private power groups, the 
hance for this development will be lost forever. Permitting the 
Idaho Power Co. to construct just 1 of the projects in its 3-dam scheme 
ould block foreover the building of the high Hells Canyon project. 
Summarizing, statistically, the benefits resulting from the high dam 
id for the Idaho Power Co.’s 3-dam plan, the high dam would pro- 
e 688,000 kilowatts at the site, 436,000 kilowatts at other sites, mak- 
ng a total of 1,124,000 kilowatts of firm power. The 3 little dams 
would produce only 688,000 kilowatts. The cost of producing high- 
dam power would be $19.38 per year per kilowatt. The cost of pro- 
ducing power at the 3-dam site would be $36.70 per year per kilowatt, 
or nearly twice as much. The price at which high-dam firm power 
ould be sold wholesale to buyers would be $21 per kilowatt a year, 
or 31% mills per kilowatt. The price at which the 3-dam power could 
be sold would be $38 per kilowatt per year, or 6 mills per kilowatt. 
Finally, the high dam would impound 3,800,000 acre-feet of usable 
water, while the 3-dam plan would impound only 1 million acre-feet 
of water. 

It appears from this brief summary that the evidence is overwhelm- 
ing in favor of building the high dam. The only remaining argu- 
ment, it seems to us, is that building the Federal installation would 
result in a loss of taxes to the Federal Government. The Idaho 
Power Co. estimates that it would pay $9,780.868 per year additiona! 
taxes, if its 3-dam scheme is approved and the dams actually built. 
‘There is the possibility that the Idaho Power Co. is interested mainly 
in blocking the high Hells Canyon and not in building the dams it 
proposes to build. 

Let us look at the comparable benefits from a tax revenue stand- 
point. People in Idaho and the surrounding areas, if the 3-dam 
scheme goes through, will pay $38 per kilowatt-year for power instead 
of $21. They will lose 571,000 kilowatt power capable of supporting 
more than 50,000 population with related investment and regional 
growth. They will lose the opportunity to develop by the electric 
process method the phosphate deposits in the area whic h constitute 60 
percent of the reserves in the Nation. They will lose irrigation bene- 
fits with attendant farmstead development, new business, increased 
property value and taxes which would come as a matter of course with 
other developments. 

Senator ANprerson. Excuse me. I am trying to check your fieure, 
571,000 kilowatts. I notice on the previous page you use “688.000 kilo- 
watts at the site,” and then “The three little dams would nroduce only 
688,000 kilowatts.” They are not identical, are they? We had come 
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different figures the other day. You would not get 571,000 if you used 
that figure. 

Mr. Hurr. It shows the difference between the total power to bx 
produced by the high dam and the total which the low dams would 
produce. 

Senator ANpERSON. I understand that. 

Mr. Hurr. If the firure is incorrect, we would like to correct it. 

Senator ANpDERSON. You stated over here that 436.000 would be 
produced at other sites. I think it is not only the 436,000 difference, 
but I think there is some difference in what the high dam and the 
three little dams would produce. 

Mr. Hurr. May we recheck that and correct the figure. 

In other words, the Idaho Power Co. is asking the peop le to forego 
some $24 million in power cost saving, $180 million in wages, $525 
million in industrial production, and $30 million in Federal taxes 
order to collect the Gly 760.809 the company says it would pay unde 
a three-dam scheme in taxes. Also, additional State and local taxes 
would be lost from the new industries and activities, if Hells Canyon 
high dam is not built. 

Significantly, other areas where Federal projects are built have 
increased their con saiteitioks absolutely and proportionately t o the 
Federal Treasury. For example, before the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority was established, the seven Valley States paid 3.4 percent of 
total national income taxes. In 1952 it paid 6.2 percent of Federal] 
income taxes. This amounted to a 2.8 percent increase in the propor- 
tion which the valley States had finally paid. This 2.8 percent equaled 
$900 million in increased tax collection from the valley in 1952 alone. 

Of paramount a are the irrigation benefits which will 
ensue If the high dam is built. Distribution of low-cost power in arid 
areas will make possible the additional irrigation of millions of acres 
which under the three-dam scheme would be economic ally unfeasible. 
A great deal of concern has been expressed in regard to the right of 
eople of Idaho to irrigate with Snake River water. Hells Canyon 
Dam will not touch a drop of water needed for irrigation in Idaho 
and will provide cheap power which will assure irrigation. 

Senator Anperson. As a matter of fact, if you are going to pump to 
irrigate, the greatest asset you can have when you start pumping is a 
reasonably cheap pumping rate. 

Mr. Hvurr. That is right. Without it, it will not be feasible to do 
pumping irrigation. 

Today, Idaho Power rates are comparably higher than those in 
Washington and Oregon. For example, a typical pumping operation, 
involving irrigation of 100 acres with an average of 314 acre-feet of 
water, lifted 100 feet, would cost $709.40 in areas served in the Colum- 
bia River Basin. An Idaho farmer would have to pay the power com- 
pany $865.10, or $155.70 more for the same service. 

Many unfamiliar with the problems of agricultural production have 
been amazed at the miracle of American agriculture. Year after year, 
farmers have increased their production. They have produced an 
poomeanes of food and fiber not only for people in the United States 
but those in other lands. They have accomplished this miracle despite 
the fact that the number of workers on American farms has sharply 
declined, particularly during war years, and despite the fact that the 
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ulation of the country has been increasing during this generation 
unprecedented rate. It is estimated that by 1975 the population 
have increased to 190 million and that 40 percent more food will 
weeded for an adequate diet. 
(ne of the explanations of the phenomena of American agricul 
production has been the increasing amounts of fertilizer used 
\merican farms. Taking 1 of the 3 main elements as an example, 
osphate fertilizer use has increased in the country as a whole from 
s 429437 tons in 1931 to 16,537,745 tons in 1951. It is instructive to 
ilyze the consumption of fertilizer by regions during this period. 
In the Middle Atlantic States which are near the Tennessee Valley 
{the Florida phosphate beds, consumption declined a little. In the 
South. it almost doubled. In the East-North Central States, it more 
in doubled, and in the New England States increased somewhat. 
in the Mountain Pacific and North Central States, consumption 
reased greatly. In the Mountain and Pacific States, it increased 
ilmost four times, and in the North Central States from 0 to 637,000 
Location and number of fertilizer phosphate processing plants is 
ificant. According to a survey by the USDA in 1951, there were 
» phosphate plants in the United States at that time. The South 
\tlantic and East-North Central regions were the only areas in which 
every State had facilities for manufacturing normal superphosphate. 
Of the 16 States that had no facilities, 10 are west of the Mississippi 
d6areeast. Breaking down the 202 total, the South Atlantic States 
e 71 plants, the Kast Central States have 45 plants, the West-North 
Central States have 11 plants, while the Pacific States have only 3 
is, and the Mountain States only 2.. The explanation of this un- 
even location of plants les in the fact that phosphate beds which are 
¢ used are located in Florida, and that the Tennessee Valley is the 
lv area in which phosphate may be processed on a large scale by 
electric furnace method. 
Charles KE. Kellogg, Chief of the Soil Survey of the Department of 
\ericulture, says that it is absolutely essential that farmers greatly 
crease their use of phosphate fertilizer. 


Unless— 
Kelloge says, 


we can increase substantially phosphate use on farms, many soils will suffer 

erosion and other serious deterioration because of poor plant vigor if cropping 
ontinued on them. Also, other farm practices give poor returns on phos- 

phorus poor soil. Among these practices irrigation is an excellent example, 
e it is so expensive. Unless the farmer gets high yields under irrigation he 
und to fail. 


Kellogg also points out that phosphates supply in the soil has an 
important relationship to crop quality. Hay deficient in phosphate 
comes from soil deficient in phosphate and makes poor animals. Kel- 
logg says in this connection: 


* * * It is impressive to our continuing agriculture that we develop the West- 
ern phosphate deposits, especially by producing from them high analysis soluble 
phosphates of low freight cost per ton of P.O; in order to serve a broad area of 
the country from about eastern Ohio west and southwest to the Pacific Ocean. 
Otherwise, phosphatic fertilizers for farmers in these great areas will be too 
high in price for the wide use we need or else too short in supply to meet the 
full requirement for maintained production. 
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The chief obstacle in the development of the phosphate beds i 
Idaho and adjacent States has been the shortage of sulfuric acid an: 
the lack of cheap electric power. According to Roscoe Bell, a forme: 
Regional Administrator of the Bureau of Land Management of th 
Department of the Interior, 

It is economically unfeasible to develop low-grade phosphate ore without che; 
power. * * * The electric furnace method makes possible the utilization 
low-grade ores which could not otherwise be used. This use of low-grade ors 
in effect multiplies our available resource by four, decreases the cost of mining 

nd thereby reinforces the economy of the industry Revenues to the local go 
ernment are also increased because 371% percent of the royalty paid to the Depart 
ment of Interior by the lessees are returned to the States. 

Competent engineers tell us that the sulfuric acid method would 
make possible production of only 48 percent phosphate materials, but 
that the electric furnace method would make available highly con 
centrated 65 to 67 percent phosphate material which would cut cost 
about $6 per ton. ‘The cheap power produced at the high Hells Can 
yon Dam is the only possible source of cheap power on the horizon. 
Use of this cheap power would make possible processing of most of 
the low-grade phosphate material. The sulfuric acid method can 
reach about one-tenth of the deposits which have a range of 30 to 34 
percent. The electric furnace method will handle five times as much 
of the ore. 

Individuals interested in phosphate production have approached 
the Utah Power Co. and have been told that power for this purpose 
will cost 7 mills. If Hells Canyon power can be produced for 314 
mills, it is seen what a saving use of Hells Canyon power would make 
possible. Furthermore, engineers say that it is not economically 
feasible, if the cost runs, say, over 4 mills. It would appear from the 
foregoing facts that the high dam is the only solution to the problem 
of processing western phosphate rock. Farmers have experienced a 
phosphi ite shortage for years, and the need is great. One group dis- 
tributing phosphate fertilizer estimates that it could have sold 150,000 
additional tons a year in the past, in its market area, if phosphate had 
been available. 

Here I would like to say, with your permission, that the Farmers 
Union has not bid on recent offers of lease on phosphate lands in the 
western area because we could see no possibility of feasible develop- 
ment of such properties unless or until the high dam at Hells Canyon 
should be constructed and thus low-cost power made certain. There 
is no sulfur or there is a very limited amount of sulfur in the area. 
The deposits are broken and overlap, and it is not practically possible 
to mine the higher grade ore bodies separately from the lower grades. 
They are intermixed, and the mining costs become too high if only a 
portion of what you have mined can thereafter be processed because 
of the grade of the phosphate rock. 

Senator Anperson. But are they not making sulfuric acid from 
the natural gas produced in the area? Are they not taking out mate- 
rials from the natural gas before it is sent on to the California markets 
from the Western States via the line that runs up to Denver and on to 
Salt Lake City? Is that supply not sufficient ? 

Mr. Hurr. That supply is not sufficient. There is a new sulfur 
plant going into use at Manderson, Wyo., which has for its purpose 
the recovery of sulfur from high-sulfur content crude oil and from 
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called sour gas in the gas field. Its estimated production, as we 
e informed, is about 175 daily tons. It is totally inadequate to the 
eeds of the area, even if the acid process would ‘allow the practical 
peration -_ production of phosphate. 
There may later be somewhat larger recovery, but we can see no 
ison to be ine that sulfur production anywhere in the area will be 
nparable to the need if we were de ‘pendent upon the acid process. 
A new development by the Tennessee Valley Authority holds great 
»romise for the Midwestern farmers if the Hells Canyon Dam is built 
d if cheap power is available for processing the Western deposits. 
rhe Tennessee Valley announced on April 8, this year, that it had 
run to produce in a demonstration pli unt a new high- analysis ferti- 
er, diammonium phosphate—21 nitrogen, 53 phosphate, zero 
otash—which contains the highest concentration of plant food—74 
»nercent—of any solid fertilizer produced in quantity at the Muscle 
Shoals plant. According to RVA: 


One ton of this material contains almost as much plant nutrient as three tons 

ixed fertilizer of the average analysis now used by farmers in the United 
tes. Because of its high concentration, diammonium phosphate offers an 
ortunity for lowering the costs of plant food to farmers, one of the original 

ives of Congress expressed in the TVA Act. A given quantity of this plant 
“1 can be packed in fewer bags, transported and handled at less cost, and 
spread on the land with less effort. These economies can result in savings for 
farmers, particularly in parts of the country that are distant from basic ferti- 
izer raw materials. 


Op] 


This new discovery, together with old techniques of processing phos- 
phate rock by the electric furnace method, men indeed give new 
ources of food and fiber production needed in generations to come. 
\lthough agricultural production has endl risen for many years, 
t will reach a point in the near future where production can not be 
increased substantially except by use of fertilizer. 

Phosphate processing of Western deposits, building of plants in the 
areas and in areas adjacent to where the material is to be used, will 
aati to a great extent the freight rate problem which has been one of 

: bottlenecks preventing phosphate development and use. Freight 
rates, on the average, account for about 40 percent of the value and 
cost of phosphate. The new TVA discovery in combination with the 
electric furnace method will eliminate most of the weight from phos- 
phate material and make it economically feasible to ship it to all parts 
of the country. 

Finally, a word should be said in regard to the relationship of the 
Hells Canyon issue to power programs and projects in all areas of 
the United States. The private power companies are on the march. 
They are spending millions of dollars in an attempt to mislead and 
confuse the American people. They are attempting to er existing 
public power programs. They seem to be successful in getting the 
ear of this administration. The people cannot be heard at 1600 Penn- 
sylvania Avenue or at any of the executive agencies which are respon- 

sible for administering public power and rural electric cooperative 
programs. 

Only the Congress can bring about a change in this deplorable 
ituation. If the Congress authorizes the Hells Canyon project, it 
will serve as a notice to the administration and the private power 
companies that the people do not intend to stand idly by while their 
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resources are given away. Hells Canyon has become a symbol in the 
fight of the people to prevent predatory corporations from taking over 
their resources for their own private exploit: itions. Approval of the 
Hells Canyon would do much to check the giveaway program. 
Senator Anperson. Do you have any questions you wish to ask Mr. 
Huff, er shall we ask Mr. McDonald to go ahead ? 
All right, Mr. McDonald. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PATTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FARM- 
ERS UNION (PRESENTED BY ANGUS McDONALD, ASSISTANT 
LEGISLATIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION) 


Mr. McDonacp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

My} aaa is Angus MeDonald. I am assistant legislative secretary 
of the National Farmers Union. I would like to read a statement on 
behalf of our national president, James G. Patton: 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as president of 
the National Farmers Union, I wish to present the views of my organ- 
ization in regard to the bill sponsored by Mr. Morse and 29 other 
Senators, which will authorize the building of the high Hells Canyon 
Dam on the Snake River in the Columbia River Basin watershed. 

First I would like to especially commend the Senator from Oregon 
for his long-time and continuous effort to bring about the authoriza- 
tion of this project. I wish also to commend Senators Magnuson, 
Jackson, Murray, Mansfield. Neuberger, O’Mahoney, Anderson, 
Chavez, Clements, Douglas, Fulbright, Gore, Green, Hennings, Hill, 
Humphrey, Johnston of South Carolina, Kefauver, Kerr, Kilgore, 
Langer, Lehman, McClellan, McNamara, Neely, Scott, Sparkman, 
Symington, and Young. 

We wish also to commend those Senators who for one reason or 
unother did not see fit to put their names on this bill but have indi 
cated that they will support and vote for it. We would also like to 
commend several Senators who have not yet made up their minds 
as to their pos ition on this legislation but have indicated they will 
iudge the project on its merits. 

ethhictinetaies of the high Hells Canyon Dam would fulfill one 
of the legislative goals of the National Farmers Union. Our final 
objective is to establish an economy of abundance made possible 
through an expanding productive coacity. Maximum development 
of our natural resources can only be brought about by coordinating 
development of river valley basins. Our program includes the es- 
tablishment of such a on purpose development as Hells Canyon 
in every river valley in the Nation. 

We have specifically endorsed Federal development of the high 
Hells Canyon project. I call your attention to a resolution adopted 
unanimousiv at the national convention of Farmers Union on March 
14, 1952, which is as follows: 

We also urge immediate authorization and appropriation of funds for the 
construction of Hells Canyon Dam and related public power development. 

Our 1954 convention also endorsed the Hells Canyon project and 
spelled out our overall Federal development program. The resolution 
in regard to this program follows. 
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| will read parts of the resolution which we feel relate to the Hells 
Canyon project, 
We favor: 


Legal provisions requiring that preference be given to public and cooperative 
nonprofit agencies in sale of wholesale energy produced by Federal projects 
ist not be impaired. 


We favor: 


Establishment by Congress of regional development agencies which will 

ynize hydroelectric development as a primary objective of multiple-purpose 

er basin programs, but will also provide for the optimum conservation and 

development of all values, including flood control, navigation, irrigation, 
creation, and others. 


We favor: 


Limitation on the discretion of the Federal Power Commission to grant 
enses for private development wherever they conflict with Federal program. 


We favor, now reading from the second paragraph on page 3: 
federal legislation to disallow as costs in ratemaking any funds expended 
y any electric or other utility engaged in interstate commerce and enjoying 
aranteed profits without economic risk while operating as a private monopoly 
nder franchise privileges granted by the public, to finance or engage in—either 
directly or indirectly—any activity designed to influence political action at 
either local, State, or national levels of government, or to create public opinion 
or against any such action. This legislation should be enforced by the Federal 
Power Commission and State utility commissions. The Internal Revenue Act 
ould also be amended to preclude the charging-off of expenditures for insti 
ional advertising, contributions to organizations, or other public relations 
ctivities to expenses as deductions for tax purposes. Owners of electric utility 
mpanies should not be privileged to advance their personal political prejudices 
and interests by the expenditure of tax-free income which is collected from 
rate payers above and beyond the legal fair rate of return, 


Weare opposed to the following: 
The Interior Department’s new power policy. 
We are opposed to the- 


Violation of the Federal preference clause by long-term contracts, including 
wheeling agreements with private utilities without withdrawal provisions to 
protect preference customers, such as already negotiated by Bonneville Power 
\dministration and those proposed in the Missouri Basin. 


We are opposed to: 

ederal withdrawal of opposition to the licensing of private power dams at 
Hells Canyon which will ignore tremendous downstream power benefits and great 
secondary flood-control, irrigation, navigation, recreation, and other conserva- 
tion benefits. 

We are opposed to the: 

Failure to maintain an adequate rate of generation installation in the Tennessee 
Valley and the Columbia River Basin. 


We are opposed to the: 


Elimination of new starts and slowdown of projects through unwise reductions 
of Federal investments provided in the annual national budget. 


We are opposed to the: 


Packing of administrative agencies and regulatory bodies and commissions 
with the enemies of the public power programs, 


Reading from the second paragraph, on page 5, we believe that: 


Necessary Federal construction programs should be planned on a 20-year basis, 
with authorization of construction geared to the needs of at least the 6 succeed- 
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ing years, and with construction scheduled so as to assure the lowest possib 
construction costs. 


We feel that: 


The cause of the Central Valley of California, the New York-New Englan 
area, Hells Canyon, the Columbia Basin, the Tennessee Valley, the upper Col 
rado, including Echo Park, the Missouri, the Southwest, the Southeast, and othe 
areas, is each the cause of every one of us. Assurance of the continuation of 
the REA program in all areas, including an adequate and expanding generatio: 
and transmission program for the future, is also the cause of all of us. 

That concludes my reading of the selections from the resolutio 
adopted at the 1954 Denver Convention which relate to public powe: 

Farmers Union public power and rural electrification program ha 
its roots in Federal power and reclamation policies which go ba 
more than 50 years. When it became apparent that corporate grou, 
were about to take over all of the power sites in the Nation, as well a 
other natural resources, certain individuals, such as Theodore Roose 
velt, Gifford Pinchot, and numerous others, inaugurated a conser 
tion movement which resulted in the congressional approval of the 
so-called preference principle, which reserves to the people the firs 
chance to buy power generated at Federal power projects. Paralle| 
with and even antecedent to the writing on the books of the preferenc: 
statute was the 160-acre limitation law which provided that irrigatio 
benefits from Federal projects should be limited to 160 acres for each 
family. 

The preference principle or clause, as it is sometiems called, is writ 
ten into numerous statutes, including the Reclamation Act of 1906. 
the Federal Power Act of 1920, the TVA Act of 1935, and the 1944 
Flood Control Act. It has been endorsed alike by leaders of both 
political parties. It has never been a matter of controversy. It has 
been accepted alike by courts, by administrators, and Congressmen, 
whether Republicans or Democrats. 

For example, a great Republican leader, Charles McNary, who ha; 
been recently praised by the Eisenhower administration, says: 

Unfalteringly the Congress has granted to the public preferential rights to 
power generated from navigable streams. Such power should be a commor! 
heritage. The Government, having made this power available, should have 
an indisputable right to control its utilization and distribution. Maximu 
benefits for domestic consumers, farmers, and small users of power should b 
the yardstick by which we measure the usefulness and serviceability of every 
Federal development. Moreover, rates should be maintained at the lowest 
level consistent with sound amortization. Where irreconcilable conflicts aris: 
between public and private interests in the development and distribution of 
power, private holdings should not be confiscated; and we now have a working 
precedent for such fair treatment in the recent acquisition by purchase of private 
companies by the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

And recently a great Democratic leader rose on the floor of the 
Senate and made these remarks during the discussion of the Morse 
proposal to authorize the high Hells Canyon Dam: 

Mr. President, I think it will be a sad day for the American people if these 
great arteries of cominerce, which, under the decisions of the Supreme Court 
have repeatedly been declared subject to regulation by Congress, are taken awa 
from the people and turned over to private control. I am in favor of private 
enterprise. I am interested in it, and I am for free enterprise. But when it 
comes to the great natural resources given to the people by God Almighty, it 
will be a sad day in the history of this country when they are turned ove! 
exclusively to the control of any private group. That is why I feel so pro 
foundly upon the subject of retaining in the control of the people and the Gov 
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ent of the United States the development, improvement, and utilization of 
hese great natural resources for the American people. That does not exclude 
eir utilization for private industry. (Statement of Alben Barkley.) 

since public power policy y was so clear ly and firn nly established by 

merous laws, Executive orders, and administrative regulations, It 

llowed, as a matter of course, that the Department of the Interior 
other departments concerned with the administration of public 

wer carried out the preference clause and related statutes con- 
itiously and attempted to fulfill, not only the letter but the spirit 

of the law. Administrators looked on themselves as guardians of 
ie public interest. They attempted to carry out congressional 
jlicies in regard to conservation of natural resources, including water 

d electric power. They were opposed to greedy private interests 

_ attempted to take over the people’s resources. For example, 
Oscar Chapman, former Secretary of the Interior, opposed the action 
of the Idaho Power Co., when it attempted to block the high Hells 
Canyon Dam by applying for a license to build a small dam which 

ald deny the people the right to deve ‘lop a program which would 
ntrol floods, conserve water, produce maximum amounts of power, 

d make possible an integr ated system of flood control and electric 

wer in the Northwest. 

Phis administration has reversed the historic policy of Congress 
regard to public power which has existed for more than 50 years. 
Present Department of the Interior administrators, instead of carry- 
ng out their solemn oath of office, no longer are guardians of the 
public interest but are partners of the private power gang which 
would despoil and steal the people’s resources. In 1953 Clarence A. 
Davis, Solicitor for the Department of the Interior, informed the 
Federal Power Commission that the Department was withdrawing as 
ee in the matter of Idaho Power Co. project No. 1971. 
1 his covering letter, Solicitor Davis indicated that the granting 
of licenses was a responsibility of the Federal Power Commission and 
ot the Department of the Interior. Then in a supplementary memo- 
randum, Davis set forth spurious arguments in support of the Idaho 
Power Co.’s application and against the proposal to build a high dam. 
He points out that the cost of Hells Canyon project was not small “in 
» light of the present efforts to balance the budget.” He related 
» Hells Canyon project to other projects, implying that the Hells 
Canyon Dam would be a failure economically unless other expensive 
projects were built also. He stated that the Department of the Interior 
was interested in the present critical power shortage and concluded 
by saying: 

Therefore serious consideration should be given to the proposal of the Idaho 
Power Co. 

(;overnment technicians worked for many years to evolve the best 
comprehensive plan possible for the ‘olumbia Basin. The high Hells 
Canyon was a art of that plan, but the present Department of the 
Interior has seen fit to ignore engineering studies developed over a 
period of years. 

Let us look for a moment at the Idaho Power Co. which the Fisen- 
hower administration apparently regards as a local interest. At the 
time the Department of the Interior was withdrawing from the Hells 
(‘anyon proceeding before the Federal Power Commission, the Idaho 
Power Co. of Maine was holding its annual meeting in Bangor, Maine, 
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3,000 miles away from the Hells Canyon site. Present at the meeting 
were representatives of the great eastern bankers and insurance con 
panies which own 32 percent of the company’s stock. These “local’ 
interests include Steere & Co., Philadelphia; Aetna Life Insurance 
Co., Hartford; Baer Stearns & Co., New York City; Catton & Co., 
Boston: Eastman Dillon & Co., New York City: Hallgarten & Co., 
New York City: John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co., Bostoi 
Northwestern Mutual Life, Milwaukee; Olen & Co., Chicago; and 
New England Mutual Life Insurance Co., Boston. These are the 
largest stockholders of the Idaho Power Co. 

There is some question as to whether the Idaho Power Co. is inter 
ested in building even three small dams on the river. The company 
has had title to Oxbow site in the middle stretch of the Snake River 
since 1916. It showed no interest in developing that site until 1947, 
when it filed application for a preliminary permit with the Federa] 
Power Commission. This filing was made after the first public hear 
ing on a Federal Hells Canyon project had been announced. The 
Idaho Power Co. contends that building of the Federal project would 
result in loss of taxes. We have briefly answered this contention in 
the statement of Mr. Huff. The Idaho Power Co. didn’t point out to 
the Federal Power Commision that it had applications pending at 
the Office of Defense Mobilization for two of the dams it wanted to 
build. Nor did it explain that it had already been awarded certificates 
permitting it to deduct $10.8 million from its taxes over a 5-year 
period. If the Idaho Power Co. gets the same rate of accelerated 
amortization that it received on previous hydroelectric developments 
on the Snake River, it will be able to deduct more than $50 million 
on its tax bill over a 5-year period. 

Mention should be made of the millions which the private power 
monopoly is — ing into the private power campaign to confuse and 
hefuddle the public on Federal power. Two years ago, when the 
previous Hells Canyon bill was under consideration, the power com- 
pany deluged the country with lying propaganda. It spent as much 
as $50,000 on one ad‘in a national weekly or monthly magazine. The 

campaign at the present time reaches into every home in America. 
The power companies have their own television and radio programs. 
They have as printed full-page ads in Collier’s Magazine and 
the American Magazine and numerous publications of large circula 
tion. The irony of it is that the American people are paying for all 
of this propaganda, for each and every advertisement which seeks to 
convince the American people that if we don’t sell TVA or hand ove 
Hells Canyon to the Idaho Power Co. and sabotage public power gen- 
erally, we are hellbent for socialism and bureaucratic tyranny. 

Finally, I want to urge the committee to approve the Helis Canyon 
bill, not only because it will authorize generation of much needed 
power in the Northwest and contribute greatly to the economy of the 
Northwest, but because it will contribute indirectly to our general 
economic situation. At the present time unemployment in cities and 
expanding me + come for farm products are real problems. 

Building of hydroelectric projects means employment, not only 
for those oe on the project but those manufacturing m: achinery 
and equipment and processing raw materials which go into the project. 
It means the employment of additional people engaged in food dis- 
tribution, and it means better markets for farmers. 
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Development of the Hells Canyon project is also necessary for na 
onal defense. The Northwest has contributed much from the Fed 
| dams already built to the security of the United States—over one 
ird of aluminum production for the Air Force that won World Wat 
[1: contributed plutonium for the atom bomb; and other critical ma 
erials. Back in the 1920’s the Washington Water Power Co. tried 
to block Grand Coulee Dam by proposing a small dam at Kettle Falls. 
Had the company won, the country would have lost Coulee Dam, the 
tom bomb, the aluminum plants and the Columbia Basin irrigation 
sroject on Which many veterans are settling. The fullest development 
f the Columbia River means the greatest possible security and eco 
omic gain to the entire country. 
The present de fense program is consuming more anda more powel 
for atomic energy and for the manufacture of aluminum, magnesium, 
( | other defense materials. When the present shortage of powe) 
» Northwest is considered together with the need for additional 
ower for the national defense program and all of the other reasons 
ch our witnesses have outlined, the evidence is overwhelming in 
vane full development of resources in the Northwest and the build 
¢ of the high Hells Canyon Dam. 
Senator AnpERsON. Are there any questions ¢ 
Thank you very much. 
May I say at this time that we had originally announced that these 
earings would rudd Mond: ay, Tuesday, and Wednesd: ay. Certan ny 
ere is no intention of permitting technical testimony to be gives 
nd then proponents of the legislation to testify and no ceuuanaie 
riven to opponents of the bill to testify. I merely want to assure 
that the hearing will continue until both sides have had a fait 
op noataniid to present their case. 
; say that because there are people here who want to testify, and 
| ant them to know they will be given an op portunity to testify, 
Mr. Biemiller, although you are well known to us, I think probably 
for the record you should identify yourself. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, MEMBER, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
LABOR 


Mr. Bremtiver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

My name is Andrew J. Biemiller. [| am a member of the National 
Legislative Committee of the American Federation of Labor. My 
office is at the A. F. of L. Building, Washington, D.C. Lappear today 
to urge the speedy ante of S. 1333 which will authorize con- 
struction of the Hells ‘anyon project by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The 1953 Convention me the American Federation of Labor adopted 

esolution in support of the multiple purpose Hells Canyon Dam. 
This position was reaffirmed by the 1954 Convention. 

The resolution reads in part: 

WHEREAS, The construction of Hells Canyon multiple purpose dam is a Vital 
step in the full utilization of the power potential of the Columbia River water 
shed, and has already been endorsed by the Washington State Federation of 
Labor, Oregon State Federation of Labor, Idaho State Federation of Labor, 
Washington State Grange, Oregon Farmers Union, Oregon State Grange and 
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similar groups with a public interest viewpoint in Washington, Oregon a 
Idaho, and 

WHEREAS, Engineering studies under the competent direction of John 
Cotton have clearly established the prime desirability of the Hells Cany 
multiple purpose dam over any other proposed site or combination of sit 
and 

WHEREAS, Failure to proceed with the multiple purpose dam by allowing 
construction on conflicting sites will mean not only higher cost power, but a 
the irrevocable loss of some 600,000 additional low cost firm kilowatts whi 
would materially retard the economic development of the entire Pacific Nort! 
west, therefore be it 

RESOLVED, That the American Federation of Labor in convention asse1 
bed, support public agency construction of a multiple purpose, full utilization dar 
at the Hells Canyon site 


Many of the international and local unions comprising the Ameri 
an Federation of Labor have been active in the Hells Canyon figh 


_ 


ror a long time. They have worked with other labor groups, farm 
ind citizen organizations, to save Hells Canyon damsite and the Snak 
River for full and comprehensive development. They have give) 


ontinued support to this principle and equally strong opposition t 
he wasteful development proposal of the I¢ laho Power Co. which we 
believe is contrary to the interests of the public-at-large as well : 

those of the labor movement 

Organized labor in the Pacific Northwest and all over the Natio 
has a vital interest in the kind of development that takes place on ow 
rivers. This interest can be best exp yressed by one word jobs. The 
basic problem which our country faces and will continue to face is 
providing a continually expanding economy with new jobs for new 
additions to the labor force as our population continues to increase 
and additional hundreds and thousands of persons leave rural areas 
every year to seek work in larger towns and cities. 

We cannot maintain full employment at high wages unless there i 
new plant investment in manufacturing to provide year-around pay 
rolls and absorb the young people who will in a shorter time and i 
ereater numbers than some of us realize, be demanding work. It 
must be remembered, too, that surrouhding a dynamic economy, based 
as ours is on manufacturing, are the construction and building activi 
ties, the service industries, small business and professional activities, 


1 


which come into being as a result of the foundation of industrial pay 
rolls having been laid. 

The kind of economy under which we operate must have tremendous 
supplies of new energy to feed it properly. In 1952, the President’s 
Materials Policy Commission predicted that by 1960, the power re 
quirements of the Lnited States would be 131 percent oreater than in 
1950, representing a rate of increase of about 8.5 percent annually. 
But the demand for power in the Pacific Northwest has already 
exceeded this forecast. Customers of the Bonneville Power Admin 
istration in 1954 purchased 9.3 percent more electric energy from 
the Federal Government than in 1953. 

One of the greatest factors which will make it necessary to accele 
rate the development of energy is the growth of electroprocess indus 
tries, a growth which will place even more acute demands than ever 
before upon power sources to maintain it. In 1950 these industries 
consume «d 19 percent of all power purchased by industry and 11 percent 
of all the Nation’s power production. By 1975 the President’s Ma- 
terials Policy Commission predicts that they will require 30 percent 
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f industrial power loads, and 17 percent of the total for all uses. 
(his means ey electroprocessing will up its consumption 452 percent 
5 years, While national power use will rise 260 percent. 

It is important to make clear that aluminum, magnesium, titanium, 

d other heht metal industri les, the expanding chemical industry, the 
evelopment of phosphate deposits for farm fertilizer and industrial 
se, all require not only abundant but low-cost electric energy. For 
ower is such a large proportion of the aggregate unit cost of produc 


on that an Increase of even a mill per kilowatt-hour can affect the 
ntire economics of the industry. 

Phe spectacular growth of the Pacific Northwest has been founded 

low-cost power development. Its continued growth will depend 
pon a firm construction schedule for new power development. The 
esent administration has not seen fit to propose any new Federal 
tarts of large hydro projects in the Columbia Valley since it assumed 
fice in 1953. This situation must be remedied immediately, for 

less this policy is reversed the Columbia region is faced with a 

ious energy shortage which can have the most adverse effects upon 
s economy and its future growth. It is high time that such projects 

s He Ils Ce inyon be speedily authorized and Federal money be obtained 

rough appropriations to begin construction without del: ay. 

New low-cost power from the great hydroelectric potential of the 
Columbia, Snake and other streams in the region is the only means 
vy which new industry can be attracted to the region. There are 
0 oll, no gas, no coal de posits, to speak of, to provide an alternative 
ource of energy. Furthermore, the kind of overall planning on 

regional basis that is embodied in the joint ee de »velop- 

ient blueprint of the Corps of Army Engineers and the Bureau of 
Roclamnatian must be adhered to. Low-cost energy should be de 
eloped in amounts ahead of demand, and the full potential of the 
region’s falling waters harnessed, by an integrated system of dams 
ind reservoirs creating power which will be transmitted over a geo- 
graphical transmission grid at wholesale Bonneville rates, lowest in 
the Nation. By this means new industry will be attracted which 
uld otherwise locate elsewhere. 

By 1963, the population of the Columbia Basin will have increased 
in estimated 1.5 million, or about 31 percent. Assuming the same 
proportion as at present in total employment, this means that about 
500.0000 new jobs must be found in the region during the next decade if 
ts growth of the last 13 years is to be maintained. It also means that 

iore than 10,000 new manufacturing jobs must be found each year. 

This provides a challenge to the Congress of the United States to 
proceed with the self-liquidating multiple-purpose projects such as 

ave already proven their worth so conclusively—Grand Coulee, 
Hungry Horse, Bonneville, Chief Joseph, and Me Nary. Hells Can- 
von, one of the last great. natural dam sites in the Nation, a project 
which will not only produce nearly 700,000 kilowatts at site, but add 
the capacity of another Bonneville Dam to the downstream dams 
through its storage releases, should be gotten underway without 
further delay. 

Che Northwest, even in the lower Columbia areas which have 
benefited most from low-cost power developments, is still prevented 
‘rom coming fully into its own by the lack of a diversified economy. 
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It depends in greatest measure upon lumbering and agriculture 
survive. But neither of these two industries can be expected to absor'| 
any large proportion of the new job seekers of the next 10 to 25 years 

C onstruction will provide new jobs only as long as the rest of the 
economy is healthy. In the Snake River Basin of southern Idaho 
and eastern Oregon the situation is espec “lt ully acute, as to date selfis] 
interests have locked the door against Federal river and power develop 
ment and its benefits have never been made possib le. Accordingly, 
Idaho and eastern Oregon lag far behind other areas in economi 
activity and suffer every year from the plague of seasonal variation 
in employment which harmfully reduce earning and purchasing 
power of workers which in turn adversely affects the entire community. 

Per capita income in Idaho is far less than the national average, an 
below her sister States of Oregon and Washington. Its population 
growth, too, is far less than that of Oregon and Washington, and some 

vhat less than the Nation asa whole. There is no reason why a Stati 
which ranks among the first half-dozen in hydro potential and posses 
ses other tremendous resources of minerals and land should continue 
to scrape along at bare subsistence. We believe it is possible for su 
projects as Hells Canyon to provide the sparkplug for its economi 
deve lopme nt. 

The question of liberating new sources of low-cost energy in thi 
Pacific Northwest, and the Nation as well, is bound up in the Hells 
Canyon issue. The issue is clear cut. It is one between full deve lop 
ment of the river resources which rightfully belong to the people for 
new jobs, payrolls, industries, and a better life, and the outmoded a 
discredited single purpose, service area development, which will not 
only sacrifice the full range of the benefits which can be derived from 
the Snake and Columbia Rivers, but will probably raise power rates so 
that no real economic expansion can be assured in the region. 

The hopes of the working people of the Pacific Northwest are rest 
ing upon the Congress of the United States to save Hells Canyon dam 

te and the great power potential of the Columbia River system fo1 
its fullest possible development, and with it the fullest possible range 
of multiple-purpose uses in flood control, navigation, reclamation, and 
recreation. 

The decision at Hells Canyon can be made only once. The Ameri 
can Federation of Labor urges this subcommittee and the full Senate 
to act for the people to develop for them their great river systems, 
and never allow them to fall into the hands of monopoly. Prompt 
passage of S. 1333 will demonstrate that the long history of resource 
development in the public interest which has brought into being the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Hoover, Shasta, and Fort Peck Dams, 
and the ent power projects along the Columbia, is and will continue 
to be the basis on which the Nation will move rapidly ahead to develop 
low-cost energy for continued economic opportunity for wage earners, 
small business, and industry. 

anes is no need for confusion on this great issue. We have seen 
what can be done by observing what has been already done. Hells 
Canyon aa what it represents must prevail so that we can realize the 
full industrial potential of this area, so essential to a dynamic expand- 
ing economy and the defense of our country, and so important to our 
goal of a constantly rising standard of living for the American peonle. 

We trust this subcommittee will recommend S. 1333 for passage, that 
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» Interior Committee will concur in the recommendation, and the 
Senate pass the bill promptly. 

Se ade Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Biemiller. 

Any questions 4 . 

Senator Neusercer. May I make just one comment, very briefly, 
\ir. Chairman ‘ 

think it is very pertinent that Mr. Biemiller has brought out the 
itter of jobs with such emphasis. I read yeste ay inthe New York 
limes a long analysis of what has happened in British Columbia, by 
fania Long, the Canadian correspondent for that paper. She said in 
nt years in British Columbia, manufacturing income has risen 
rom $275 million to $1,500 million, the greatest rise that ever occurred 
ny Province in Canadian history, and one thing was the key to 

d that was cheap waterpower, nothing else. 
seriator ANDERSON. While Senator Jackson is here, we might ada 
Alaska there is a world of cheap power available, and some of 
10 have been hoping that statehood might someday come up there, 

»so primarily from the feeling that that might help to unlock some 
of these treasure houses up there, and put it on an even keel with the 
Canadian expansion which has taken place in British Columbia. 

Maybe that is not the way to do it. Perhaps something else will 

t done. You cannot visit Alaska and see the enormous possibil 

for cheap power without realizing that it could have jobs, security, 

nd thereby I think contribute greatly to the defense of this country 
by the additional number of people who might come to it. 

Whether statehood should come first and then the development, 

whether development should come first and then statehood, I do 
know what the order should be, but it is certain that the resource 
there, and we are always glad to hear that emphasis put on the 
nding economy and the need for more opportunities for employ 
nt in the area. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman. according to the figures which 

ave seen, in this decade we are going to double our installed gen- 
rating capacity, that is, it will increase from roughly 75 million 
watts to 150 million kilowatts. At the end of this decade, in the 
ext 10 years it will double again. It is estimated that by 1970 it 

I! be 300 million. In other words, a rise from 75 million in 1950 to 

( million kilowatts in 1970. 

[ think that it is quite clear that whenever you build a dam and 

tall generators, in effect you have installed a new payroll some 

icre In the community. It is that simple. 

Senator Nrusercer. Do you not think this is the key to it, Senator ? 
Low-cost power is the key—not just power—because for manufactur- 
ng to come West it must have low-cost power to come all the way 
to the West. 

Senator Jackson. That is true, hut the cost of gene rating power will 
continue to rise, because most of the very best hydro sites have been 
pretty well exploited and because of the increased cost of materials. 
But in relation to new projects, hydro, of course, is cheaper. There 
s no doubt about that. 

We are still quite a ways from atomic power competing with hydro. 
| believe the chairman will agree with me on that. 

Senator Anperson. I am just trying to keep people from moving 
ndustry West too rapidly, because we are going to need a few votes 
from the Eastern States for bills of this nature to pass. I take the 


very high position that this helps the country as a whole. 
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Mr. Bremitter. May I request permission to have inserted in thi 
record a statement by Mr. Edward Weston, the president of the Was! 
ington State Federation of Labor. The statement was originally 
prepared a year ago for the Federal Power Commission, but it is stil] 
pertinent to the issues. 

Senator Jackson. I would appreciate that. 

Mr. Biemitter. We request that it be entered in the record as wel] 
as my statement, 

Senator Anperson. This will be put in the record at this point, Mr. 
Bic miller. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bremititer. Thank you very much. 

(The statement of Mr. Weston follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Epwarp WESTON, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON STATE FEDERATION O} 
LABOR 


My name is EB. M. Weston and I reside at 2611 Harvard Avenue North in Seattle, 
Wash. I was born and raised in the State of Washington and have resided there 
all my life. I am and have been for the past nearly 30 years, a member of the 
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, local 104, of Seattle, and served for 
many years as business representative of that organization. From 1931 to 1937, 
I served as secretary of the Seattle Metal Trades Council, which is a federation 
of metal trades unions in the Puget Sound areas in Washington. From 1943 to 
1945, I served as president (nonsalaried) of the Pacific Coast District Metal 
Trades Council, an organization of 478,000 metalworkers along the Pacific coast, 
engaged in the construction and repair of steel ships during World War II. 
While engaged at my trade in Seattle, I was elected to the office of president of 
the Washington State Federation of Labor, and assumed that office on November 
30, 1945. I am now serving in that capacity. 

The Washington State Federation of Labor is the parent organization of the 
American Federation of Labor in the State of Washington and is composed of 
776 unions, councils, and ladies’ auxiliaries, with a total State membership of 
approximately 350,000 workers of all trades and some professions. My union 
membership dates back to 1910, when I first joined local 2257 of the United Mine 
Workers of America and I can proudly say that every office I have ever held in 
organized labor came about through election, rather than by appointment. 

After a speech by Governor Langlie against a high Hells Canyon Dam, a 
unanimous action was taken by 665 accredited delegates attending the 5ist An 
nual Convention of the Washington State Federation of Labor, held in Yakima, 
Wash., July 18 to 16, 1953, in favor of the high, multiple-purpose dam. On au- 
thority given me by the executive board of the Washington State Federation of 
Labor on March 27, 1954, I am empowered to testify at this Federal Power Com- 
mission hearing in favor of the construction, with public money, of a high multi- 
purpose dam on the Snake River, on the site known as Hells Canyon. Further 
authority is given to me to speak for the organizations listed, and who have 
verified that authority by the official letters of the respective organziations hereby 
submitted. 

I feel that I am qualified to speak for a large segment of the population of the 
Pacific Northwest States because of my background and the fact that I have been 
a witness to, and participated in the development of our Pacific Northwest re- 
sources for over 40 years. I have seen the Pacific Northwest country almost com- 
pletely in the raw; millions of acres of desert land hardly capable of supporting 
jackrabbits, valuable water flowing out to the sea or overflowing riverbanks, caus- 
ing millions of dollars in flood damage and resulting in loss of many lives; indus 
try held back because of a shortage of power needed to operate efficiently or ex- 
pand operation; farms limited in productive possibility because of outmoded 
methods and equipment, farmers and their families enduring the inconveniences 
of oil- or candle-lighting and backbreaking toil to produce farm crops. 

Then I have seen and witnessed the miracles that have been performed in the 
same areas since the building of Grand Coulee, Bonneville, etc., with the invest- 
ment of public money to develop the valuable resources of the great Pacific North- 
west country. I engaged in the fight 20 years, and more, ago to construct the 
Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia River in the State of Washington. I recall 
some of the arguments used then by people in high places against the investment 
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public money in development of that priceless resource; I remember the site 

own as Kettle Falls which, if used for a low power dam would have destroyed 

e Grand Coulee site. There is a familiar ring to some of the arguments being 
sed today in favor of low power dams on the Snake River and against the invest- 

ent of more public funds to construct the high Hells Canyon Dam. Labor was 

t fooled 20 years ago when we favored the construction of Grand Coulee Dam 

i we do not accept the theory that low power dams on the Snake River are 
hetter for the economy of the Pacific Northwest and the people than a high dam 
designed and built for a multiple purpose. We do not try to conceal either that 

are selfish in the matter, because when dams are built our members build 
em and when the economy of the Northwest country is stable and expanding, 
members—as a large and important part of the general public—are happy and 
sperous. 

We don’t like brownouts or blackouts when they can be averted and we do like 

diversity of industry to give employment to worker of the Pacific Northwest, 

hether they be residents or potential residents interested in security and the 
portunity to work steadily. 

Organized labor believes firmly in a system of free competitive enterprise. 
There are some who have tried to argue that to be for a high dam at Hells 
Canyon, constructed by the Federal Government, is to advocate “creeping s« 

ism” whereas to support the Idaho Power Co, in its desire to build three 
lams is to advocate private enterprise. It is time that this distortion of 

e facts be corrected. The Idaho Power Co. is not an example of free com 
etitive enterprise; it is a monopoly. It is licensed to operate by the Govern 

ent and is regulated by the Government. And the consumers have no pro 
tection from being gouged except as some Government regulatory agency may 

tect them. 

in contrast, the industries we could bring into the Pacific Northwest with 

w-cost power developed by a Federal dam at Hells Canyon would be free 

ipetitive industry. They would not be monopolies; the benefits of their serv- 

s would be passed on to the consumers through competition in the form of 

er prices. 

What we are arguing for is that President Eisenhower apply to the Pacific 

orthwest his statements about creating a favorable economic climate in which 

competitive enterprise can flourish. In the Pacific Northwest that means 
eveloping through Federal investment the superb low-cost power potential of 

e region. Doing that would unlock the resources of the region so that private 
enterprise could flourish. The claims made in favor of the Idaho Power Co 

e a rejection of the policy outlined by the President because it would benefit 

e private monopoly and be destructive of the economic climate in which 

vate competitive enterprise could be expanded. 

From the labor point of view, and we believe from that of the welfare of the 
egion as a whole, low cost public power is a necessity to overcome some of the 

essing problems concerning the Northwest. 

The economy of the Pacific Northwest is regularly plagued with a severe 
attern of seasonal unemployment. Every year, as regular as clock work, 
inemployment in the Pacific Northwest in January and February will be more 
than twice (207 percent) the yearly average unemployment and this will drop 

midsummer when unemployment in June will run at less than half (42 per- 
cent) of the yearly average. In other words, unemployment in January is regu 
irly about five times the midsummer level. 

In contrast, the United States as a whole shows much greater stability. Peak 
inemployment for the United States is regularly reached in January when 

employment is only 24 percent more than the annual average. The low 
point for unemployment in the Nation is reached in October when unemployment 

only 73 percent of the annual average. In other words for the Nation as 
a Whole January unemployment is only 1.7 times the low point reached in the 
summer, 

Average weekly insured tinemployment for the Pacific Northwest follows 
egular great swings, and there is relative stability throughout the year in the 
Nation as a whole. 

The seasonal pattern of unemployment for this region is the result of our 
primary dependence upon one industry, lumbering, which is highly seasonal in 
character. Logging is almost entirely shut down in several of the winter 
months and the industries that are directly dependent upon logging, particularly 
the small sawmills, regularly have winter layoffs. In the Pacific Northwest 
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2 percent of all persons employed are employed in the wood products industry 
not including pulp and paper. In the other 45 States only 1.9 percent of a 
employed persons are found in this same industry 

Partly as a result of seasonal unemployment, but wholly as a result of primar 
dependence on a single industry, the Pacific Northwest is suffering through sever 
inemployment. Currently, 10.5 percent of all covered workers in the Pacit 
Northwest are unemployed Iyuring this winter the States of the Pacifie North 
west had the highest unemployment rates in the country By the second wee 
of March, Oregon had dropped to third place. Idaho stood at fourth place, an 
Washington at seventh place among States having most serious unemplovment 
Che Portland areas in Oregon, and the Tacoma area in Washington are Classe 
by the Department of Labor as “Group 4” areas, indicating the existence 
distress unemployment. Of the other two maior labor market areas, o1 
Seattle is relatively in a favorable position. Spokane had the highest 
employment ratio of the four Pacific Northwest major labor market areas 
during January and is not now classified in Group 4 only by reason of a 


optimistic forecast that hopes for a decline in unemployment to 5.7 perce: 
of the labor force by mid-May This is only 3 percent under the criterion fi 
Group 4 


This severe unemployment is due to a lack of diversification in the industry of 
the Pacific Northwest In order to get greater diversification in the industria 

ase, we need adequate low-cost power 

The second problem arises out of the primary dependence upon the lumbe: 
ndustry and possibilities of industrial growth. There are serions doubts cor 

erning the ability of a lumber economy to grow fast enough to provide jobs for 

future population growth Lumber is a product in declining demand. Tota 
umber produc tion in 1909 hit a peak of 44.51 billion board feet This prod 
tion was not equalled until 1950 when total output amounted to 38.902 billion 
ward feet, still far below the peak reached 41 vears earlier 

While output from 1909 to date has actually declined, population has grov 

great deal In terms of per capita consumption, Americans in 1909 consume 
177 board feet and this declined by 1952 to 257 board feet per capita. This is 
a decline of 46 percent in per capita consumption of lumber. 

Lumber has progressively lost out in the market to competing building ma 
terials In spite of the great increase in home construction from 1940 to 1950 
per-capita consumption of lumber increased only 22 percent In the same period 

er capita consumption of steel increased 37 percent, cement 50 percent, insula 
ing board 100 percent, primary aluminum 206 percent, plaster board 44 percent 
and plasties 2,414 percent. 

These facts point out that lumber is losing its markets to competing ma 
erials and suggest that an economy based upon lumber production is not 
going to expand fast ehough to provide jobs for a growing economy. In add 

on to declining demand there are important limitations on the resource itself 
Our stands of old growth are being depleted. We are cutting our resource 
ase, timber, faster than we are growing new forests. A recent report from the 
Industrial Forestry Association projected an average recent annual cut of 
timber into the future and estimated that we would continue to cut more than 
we grow until the year 2005 before a balance between growth and cut is 
ttained 

The projected cut assumes no increase from the recent annual average cut 

f 8.1 billion board feet. Therefore, from both the demand side and the supply 
side, the ability of an economy based upon lumber production to expand as fast 
as the growing labor force requires is open to serious doubt. 

In addition to the inability of the lumber industry to expand employment 
fast enough there is a real barrier to the entry of new job-creating industries 
in the Pacific Northwest economy. 

A freight rate structure is imposed on the Pacific Northwest that is not con- 
ducive to the development of more final products in the region. We have a 
favorable freight-rate structure on primary products, such as lumber, but we are 
in an unfavorable position on finished or final products. 

A large pulp mill in Everett, Washington, ends its production process at the 
dried woodpulp stage and ships this unfinished product east. The existence of 
an unfavorable freight rate on final products prevents further manufacturing 
into paper. Given this unfavorable freight rate structure, the Pacific Northwest 
needs the offsetting advantage of abundant low-cost power to induce more final 
product industries to locate in the region. 


ee 
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Population in the Pacific Northwest is expanding faster than in the Nation 
a whole. In the “Population Projections for the Pacific Northwest States and 
Region 1960 and 1975” prepared by the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee, 
e following conclusion was reached. “Barring some unpredictable disaster, the 
yulation of the region should continue to increase more rapidly than the 
tional population for a long time to come.” 
According to the projection (Median), Pacific Northwest population in 1975 
| be 59 percent more than the 1950 level; but for the United States the esti 
ted increase for the same period of time is only 25 percent. The unofficial 
ecast of the Bureau of Census likewise shows a much greater population 
rease for the Pacific Northwest. Their estimated 1975 forecast shows an 
crease of 48 percent over the 1950 Pacific Northwest population. 
With these great increases in the population, a similar great increase in jobs 
be provided. Not only must Pacific Northwest industry expand, but 
t expand faster than industry in the United States as a whole. This requires 
ndant low-cost power. 
But Pacific Northwest industry is not expanding faster than industry in the 
United States asa whole. As a matter of fact new jobs are being created in the 
cifie Northwest at a rate slower than the National average In the Natio 
whole, there was an increase between 1951 and 1952 of 1.7 percent in the 
nber of wage-and-salary workers engaged in nonagricultural employment 
r the same period, the increase in the Pacific Northwest was .5 percent. Fron 


2 to 19538, there was an increase of 2.4 percent in the Nation as a whole. For 
same period, the increase in the Pacific Northwest was 1.2 percent. 
The Pacific Northwest demonstrated during the period 1940-50 that it was 
pable of absorbing and putting to work substantial increases in population 
During that time the population of the Pacific Northwest increased by 32.6 per 


ent whereas during the same period the population of the country as a whole 

reased by only 14.5 percent. The rapid development of our great hydroelectri: 
resources during that period made it possible to expand industry in the region 
as rapidly as the population was increasing. 

Che first problem, that of a dangerous seasonal unemployment pattern il 

come less of a problem if we can expand existing industries and bring in new 

ustries which do not have a seasonal employment pattern similar to the lumber 
ndustry. While no efforts should be made to limit the industries which cause the 
seasonal pattern of employment, measures must be taken to introduce stable in- 
dustries into the region. 

One such measure is to provide low-cost power. The pulp and paper industry, 
the light metals, and chemical industries show no comparable seasonal employ 

ent pattern as is presented by the lumber industry. 

In contrast no observable seasonal pattern appears in paper and allied prod 
ucts. Instead there is a steady pattern of growth through the years. Likewise 
primary metals and chemicals and allied products show no seasonal employment 
pattern, but instead are industries of stable expanding employment These 
industries should be encouraged to establish plants and expand existing plants 

the Pacific Northwest 

While the pulp and paper, chemical, and light-metal industries would be 
desirable additions in the Northwest economy, they are all heavy power using 
industries and the cost of power is a primary factor in their location. Fur 
thermore, electric energy required in industry has from 1947 to 1952 been 
rapidly expanding. Whereas in 1947 only 6.3 kilowatt-hours were used bj 
industry per man-hour, in 1952 8.6 kilowatt-hours were used per man-houl 
The rate of growth has been steady and is likely to continue. Thus a low 
kilowatt-hour raie would be a great inducement for such industries to expand 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

In those industries requiring power as an important element in production, 
low-cost power is needed to offset any high costs connected with location in 
the Pacific Northwest. And in order to provide jobs for the rapidly expanding 
population of the Pacific Northwest, industries must be established which are 
themselves growing at a rapid rate. Among the industries showing a rapid 
growth rate are light metals, chemicals, paper, electronics, and others. All 
of these industries, whether in final product or primary form, require abundant 
power. Since power is such an important element in their cost of production, 
they must establish in areas having available low-cost power. 

We believe that the position of labor on these problems is the same as that 
of all residents in the area. The Pacific Northwest needs not only greater 
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diversification in its economy, but also adequate growth possibilities for | 
future. ‘To fulfill these pressing needs, abundant low-cost power is necessar 

Senator ANpERSON. Now we will start a list of witnesses who n 
have a little different point of view. We will start with Mr. Fred \ 
Cooper, of Grace, Idaho, president of the Idaho State Reclamati: 
Association. 

Mr. Cooper ? 

May I say also with reference to the time schedule, we have px 
mission to sit although the Senate is in session and has been fo 
while. We do not expect the first vote until possibly 12:30. Ss 
we will try to go on at least until 12:30. I think it would be 
wise to try to have a session while the Senate is voting on amen 
ments to an extremely important bill, and we have an Atomic Energ 
Committee meeting of unusual importance this afternoon. 

[ would hope that tomorrow we might be able to go through t 
day. This is not a firm promise, unfortunately. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator ANpreRsSON. All right, Mr. Cooper, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. COOPER, GRACE, IDAHO, PRESIDENT, 
IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Coorrer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, mj 
name is Fred M. Cooper, and I live at Grace, Idaho, where I am e: 
gaged in farming and livestock raising. I have resided in south 
eastern Idaho for 41 years. I am the State senator from Caribo 
County, chairman of the irrigation and water resources committee 0 
the Idaho Senate, and member of the Bear River Compact 
(Commission. 

I appear here as president of the Idaho State Reclamation Associa 
tion, which was organized in 1937 and has an active membership of 
more than 200 local irrigation districts and canal companies which 
altogether operate the irrigation works on approximately 2 million 
acres of irrigated land in Idaho. For years the association has bee: 
the spokesman for irrigators of the great Snake River Basin of 
southern Idaho. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association is a truly grass-roots 
organization for farmers and irrigators. The association selects its 
officers and formulates its policies in annual meetings, and all officers 
are men directly connected with irrigation, either as individual farm- 
ers or as Officers of irrigation districts and canal companies. ‘The 
board of directors of the association is representative of the different 
geographic sections of the State’s irrigated acreage. The association 
is financed by irrigation districts and canal companies on a pro rata 
acreage basis, and by business firms whose livelihood is related to agri- 
culture and whose contributions are solicited by the association. Vot- 
ing power in the association is limited to bona fide representatives of 
irrigated land. We are affiliated with the National Reclamation 
Association. 

Only last week—on April 25 and 26—at Idaho Falls, Idaho, the 19th 
annual meeting of the Idaho State Reclamation Association was held. 
The following resolution was adopted without a single dissenting vote: 

Whereas 8. 1333 and H. R. 4719, 4730, 4739, and 4740 have been introduced in 
this session of the Congress of the United States, and are bills entitled “A bill to 
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e the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam 
e Snake River between Idaho and Oregon, and related purposes” ; and 
\\ eas for 6 years, through 6 sessions of 3 full Congresses, bills in one form 
ther for the authorization of a Federal dam at Hells Canyon have been 
usly before Congress, all of which have failed of passage; and 
ereas it appears from analysis of said bills that each is entirely a public 
er bill and not a reclamation measure, that they would endanger existing 
future water rights in Idaho, and would lead to Federal instead of State 
of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries; and 
‘reas section 1 of the bill makes it clear that the authorization of the 
dam at Hells Canyon is under the constitutional power imposed in the 
al Government, and the Federal Government alone, “to regulate commerce 
¢ the States,” et cetera, and shows conclusively that the authorization of 
deral Hells Canyon Dam would rest on this constitutional power of the 
Government to regulate, coutrol, and use the waters of navigable rivers 
| their tributaries, regardless of the provisions of the State’s constitution 
and 
eas these Federal constitutional powers render meaningless any so-called 
ve language placed in the bills for the purpose of protecting irrigators, 
e water rights, secured under State law, are their most priceless possessions ; 


ere the future growth and development of Idaho depends upon its ability 
nd and enlarge the future consumptive and beneficial use of water in new 
f land, as well as the preservation of all the water rights appurtenant to 
ently irrigated lands; and 
as Idaho has thousands of acres of land which may be economically irri 
l, and the only source of water to adequately supply the present and future 
of lands now irrigated, or which may be hereafter irrigated, in the State 
lnho, is the Snake.River and its tributaries: now, therefore, be it 
‘ed by the Idaho State Reclamation Association in its annual meeting 
mbled at Idaho Falls, Idaho, on April 25 and 26, 1955, That we are unalter- 
ed to the enactment of S. 1333 and the identical companion bills in the 
if Representatives, or any legislation having similar objectives; and be 
+} r 
ved, That we authorize representatives of this association to appear 
ore the appropriate committees of the Congress to testify regarding our posi- 
nd be it furthe 
vcsolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional 
ion, and that copies be sent to the chairmen of the Senate and House 
nittees on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Ca n, I think it is significant that this resolution was adopted 
inimously by the people who represent the irrigation districts and 
al | companies of Idaho. The association has taken similar unani- 

ction in four annual meetings. These expressions of grassroots 

pinion from the people most directly affected, and most seriously 
i, have been made following constant and widespread discussion. 

lhe association also passed another resolution heartily commending 

Governor Smylie, Senators Dworshak and Welker, and Congressman 


Budge for their strong and unequivocal position in opposition to S 
+. This resolution, which was passed without a dissenting vote, 
follows: 


Whereas Governor Robert E. Smylie testified before the Senate Subcommittee 
Reclamation and Irrigation during a hearing held at Boise, Idaho, on Apr. 4, 
»), in Opposition to the bill (S. 1333) to authorize construction of a Federal 
dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River ; and 
Whereas, in taking 4 strong and unequivocal position, he aligned the State of 
daho with the expresived position of Idaho irrigators heretofore taken against 
e Federal Hells Canyon Dam: and, 
Whereas Senators Dworshak and Welker and Congressman Budge had prior 
hereto taken a strong and unequivocal position against the Federal Hells Canyon 
project ; now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That we commend: most heartily the position taken by -Governer 
Smylie, Senators Dworshak and Welker, and Congressman Budge, and direct 
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that a copy of this resolution be sent to them on behalf of the officers and 1 
bers of the Idaho State Reclamation Association. 

The Hells Canyon issue over a period of years has dominated 
other issues as a matter of public interest and public discussion. — It 
pros and cons have filled our newspapers. It has been a political i 
and a subject for debate whenever people get together in our State 

The Hells ¢ ‘anyon Issue has been thoroughly aired in all its ran 
cations. One would anticipate a sharp division of opinion for « 
reason or anothe among the people who till the soil, Yet to 
knowledge there is not a single irrigation district or canal compa 

n Idaho that has ever gone on record in favor of a Federal] He 
Canyon Dam. There is not a major Statewide farm org@anizat Oo] 
favor of it. The granges and farm bureau groups in the affected 
have taken firm stands against it in overwhelming numbers. 

This is an old story to Idaho irrigators. For years they have foug 
against the creation of a Columbia Valley Authority. They oppose a 
Federal Hells Canyon project for the same reasons they oppos 
Columbia Valley Authority. It would be an effective enteri r Wwe 


for authoritarian domination and control of our water. It is interest 
ng to note that most of the same people who ardently supported t! 
Columbia Valley Authority idea are now lined up in support of the 
Federal] Hells Canyon project. 

The fact that this issue recurs in the Congress with monotono 


regularity at the insistence of downstream politicians and Federa 
power-or nothing fanatics is devastating evidence confirming the fe 
of Idaho water users. If the Federal dam at Hells Canyon cay 
sold to ¢ ‘ongress, it’s a short step to the subordination of Idaho wate! 
rights toa Federal power bureaucracy more responsive to downstre 
power consumers than upstream irrigators. 

We are not impressed by frantic efforts of Hells Canyon proponents 
both in and out of Congress, to reassure irrigators that irrigation wate! 
riahts secure! under State law would be protected under S. 1333 and 
other similar bills. There is no question that the Federal Government 
now holds, under the Constitution, a paramount right to all of the 
waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. The present. Congress, 
we believe, would refuse to exercise those paramount rights, Subs 
quent Congresses might readily do so. 

Senator Anperson. What do you mean by “paramount right to all 
of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries” ? 

Mr. Coorrer. We believe that under the commerce clause the Govern- 
ment may control the waters at any time. 

Senator Jackson. If any water right exists in an individual, that 
is a private property right, is it not? 

Mr. Coorrer. If you put a dam in Hells Canyon and industry needed 
the water below 

Senator Jackson. What if Idaho Power Co. puts it in? 

Mr. Cooper. We have an equal break with the Idaho Power Co. 
under the State laws, but the commerce clause in the Constitution gives | 


the Federal Government the right to take it away from us if they 

want to. That happened in California. : 
Senator Anperson. Do I understand you to contend that if the 

Federal Government builds the dam, certain rights exist which the — | 


Federal Government would not have if the Idaho Power Co. built. the 
dam ? 








- 
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me Coorer. No, I do not mean that. 
ator ANDERSON. You said you had an equal break under the 
Idaho Power Co. dam, but you would not have under the Federal Gov- 
ent dam. 
Mr. COooPER. Under the Idaho Power. we would have an equal break 
ler State law. 
Senator Jackson. They are under a license from the Federal Power 


Commission. Their only right to build that dam is not under State 
It exists under a license granted by the Federal Power Com 
310n 


Mr. Coorer. But the waters of the Snake River would be governed 
State authority and not by Federal authority. 
Senator Anprrson. I can understand your resolution now. I am 
ng to find out how this resolution could pass without a dissenting 
ote. It was passed by misrepresenting the water situation on the 
ver, then, was it not? 
Mr. Coorer. We have competent lawyers, and we were advised just 
hort time ago by a lawyer from (¢ ‘alifornia who very definitely as- 
ed us that there was a considerable amount of danger in that ver y 


ner 


Senator Jackson. In other words, if it is a private dam impound- 

g all this water, you are rotated « even though they need water to 

in their generators; but if 1t happens to be a Federally owned project, 

e same identical thing—let us assume there are three dams like Idaho 
Power proposes. They propose three low dams. You say that if it 

a private ownership label—and of course they do not own the 
dam: all they do is have a right to exist there for 50 years, right / 

Mr. Coorrr. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. They do not own it. They are there by virtue 

Federal law, and the right to control the water is all under the 
Federal Power Commission. The Corps of Engineers have to grant 
| permit, and they control the flow of that water. They will control 

if the Idaho Power Co. builds it. 

What you are saying is that if it has a Federal label on it, then 
the irrigators in Idaho are going to be injured; but if it has a oi ivate 
label they will not be injured. I wish you would explain that. 

Mr. Coorrr. That is exactly the way we feel, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Not the way you feel. Explain. You have read 
this statement. Now explain that to me. 

Mr. Coorer. We have been advised by lawyers who have had expe 
rience that that is exactly the case; that if the water was needed below, 
it would be taken, and we would get an order to turn the water down 
so it could generate electricity over a Federal dam. 

Senator Jackson. Do you mean that Idaho Power Co. will let you 
rrigators decide how much water they are going to let go through 
the generators? In other words, you can cut her down to any amount 
you want? 

Mr. Coorrr. No, I don’t mean that, but I mean that Idaho Power 
can’t demand that we turn the water loose to them. 

Senator Jackson. What is that again ? 

Mr. Coorrr. I mean that Idaho Power will not be in a position 
to demand that we turn our irrigation water loose to them. 

Senator Jackson. I know, but they cannot sell their bonds to build 
this project unless they are going to have water to go through the pen- 
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stocks. Otherwise it would not be a feasible project, would it/ | 
Idaho Power is voing to be at the mere y of priv: ile ee to of 
their water, how can they sell their bonds on Wall Street 

Mr. Coorer. I am not familiar with that phase of it. 

Senator Anperson. I am thinking solely of the position he is in a 
an irrigator. 

Mr. Cooper. That is right. 

Senator Anprrson. You see, [ am not a lawyer, so I can spea 
freely about the law. I think it is a terrible thing if any lawy: 
advised you that there would be any ’ ditfe ‘rence if the Federal Go 
ernment built the dam or the Idaho P ower Co. built the dam You 
rights are identical, whether the Idaho Power Co. builds it or ft] 
Federal Government builds it. 

Mr. Coorer. We have been advised otherwise. 

Senator ANDERSON. You may be advised incorrectly. I am tel 
ing you that I have never heard that. I have sat on this committe 
quite a while and on the House committee when they were starting 
the first Columbia Basin Act. I started more than 30 years ago ll 
the development of the middle Rio Grande conservancy district i] 
my home State, and I have been through a good deal of the earlie 
discussion of the Colorado River compact. And never before h: 
a person contended that the tag that you put on the outside of a dam 
had anything to do with the water rights on the river. 

Senator Jackson. It is the first I have ever heard of it 

Senator ANnpERSON. I cannot understand a lawyer so advising you. 
I will say he may be a very fine and very reputi able lawyer, but it 
would be extremely helpful to this committee if you could have him 
come here, this C alifornia m: in, Whoever he may be, and outline to 
us the legal theory under which he made that statement to you. If 
your association would get him to come here, I think it would he 
illuminating to you or to un because one of us is badly fooled. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Cooper, let me just ask you this question 
We have been building irrigation projects in the West since Teddy 
Roosevelt’s time. -The first act was passed in 1902, and it was 
amended in 1906. The first project was the Roosevelt Dam in Arizona. 

We have been building irrigation projects with power aa 
since that time. Many years, half a century has passed, and this is 
the first time I have ever heard of this conclusion. 

We just had the upper Colorado River project in here and reported 
out and passed by the Senate. Then we had the Arkansas-Fryingpan 
project. There are just multitudes of projects. You are saying if 
the Federal Government builds any of these projects, the water users 
are rong to be sunk. 

Mr. Cooper. Maybe you haven’t exercised your right, but the com 
merce clause in the Constitution provides that you can do that. 

Senator Jackson. Are you suggesting that we delete that from the 
Constitution ? 

Mr. Coorer. Oh, no. It would take an amendment, of course, to 
change the law. I am not suggesting that. 

Senator Jackson. You know we have a provision that we cai 
tax 

Mr. Cooper. We feel there is danger in this thing, that is all. 

Senator Jackson. If you want to say the power we can exercise, 
we can pass a tax to destroy all private business, all private wealth 
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this country. because the power to tax is the power to destroy. If 
it kind of reasoning is applied, Mr. Chairman, I think we will get 
vhere. 

Senator ANprERSON. I have always been greatly interested in how 


nizations of fine people, as I assume this reclamation associa- 
is, get off once in a while on resolutions and come out with a 
usion that I sometimes think is erroneous—not that it 1s, but J 
sometimes think it is. It would be impossible, I believe, to pass 
| a resolution as this in any farm organization or reclamation 
ociation in my State, and | wondered how in the world you people 
sed it there. But if somebody has told you that the commerce 
se of the Constitution under which we proceed confers on the 
leral Government some right over this water that the [Idaho Power 
would not have if it built the dam, then I can understand your 
lution. But I would recommend your checking it again to find 
it whether they told you the truth or not. 
| would just say, if the association cannot pay this California man’s 
in here, maybe we could find a way of getting him here, because 
has a theory which is completely new and he ought to quit talking 
or he ought to prove it, because he has frighte ned some farmers by 
oducing it. There is not a particle of difference whether this dam 
built by the Idaho Power Co. or the Calumet & Hecla Railroad or 
e Missouri Pacific Railroad or General Mills or General Motors or 
e United States Government. The law of the river applies to it, 
d you cannot change it by changing the name tag on the outside 


of the dam. 


They changed the name of a dam in Nevada from Boulder Dam to 
Hoover Dam, but the water stays there just the same. The water does 

‘t seem to know that there has been a change in the name. Putting 
different price tag or name tag or any other kind of tag on this I 
lo not think will change it. 

Senator Jackson is an able lawyer, and I am not a lawyer at all, 

I have been through an awful lot of water litigation in my home 
State and elsewhere, and this is the first time that has ever come up. 
Phat is why I asked you the question. 

Mr. Cooper. That is perfectly O. K. 

Senator ANnpeRsoNn. I want to give you credit for good intentions. 
| do not question at all the circumstances under which this resolution 

isadopted, But I cannot help but feel that somebody gave you some 
ls bad information, and I would like to see if he is willing to 

e here and expose his theories to examination. 

"Te check with him. I do not want to know his name or anything, 
ut you check with him and see if he would like to appear before this 
ommiittee, 

Mr. Coorrr. I will do so, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Senator Anprerson. The reason I stepped in there is that we had a 

long discussion about paramount rights in connection with the con- 


(roversy over submerged lands and tidelands, and in connection with 


ie Santa Margarita water suit the words “paramount rights” got 

mised up in that to some degree, I think improperly. That was a 

‘alifornia project. We p: ssed the bill at the last session of ( ‘ongress. 

was not what you would call wildly enthusiastic about the bill, either, 
[ did help Senator Kuchel in his efforts to pass it finally. 
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One of the things that worried me about it was that the Governme 
at one time made some reference to paramount rights, but it had 
business In the litigation in the first place, and certainly had no bu 
1ess In determining the water rights on the river. 

I have resisted strongly the tradition or theory that the Fede: 
Government has some paramount right over water for irrigatic 
before and since. When this term showed up in your statement, 
interested me, and I do find that you have the same conception th 
he farmers in the Fallbrook area in California had, that the Federa 
(yovernment does assert some paramount right to water for irrig ation, 
a claim that I hope to continue to strenuously resist along vey you 

You get us some information on that. We will be interested i 
(ro ahead. 

Mr. Cooper. Thank you. Bear in mind that Idaho irrigators, pre 
ent and future, must supply the water to make the Hells Canyo 
power generators operate and to fill and refill the reservoir. Compx 
tent engineers —_ testified under oath that in future years of shor 
vater supply, and when maximum development of upstream irriga 
tion has been achieved, there is not enough water in Snake River t 
do both jobs. At that time the inevitable conflict of interest arises 
between irrigation and downstream power. 

Phe best practical protection to Idaho water rights now is the ab 
-<ence of a vehicle, a h as the Federal Hells Canvon Dam, for exe: 
Cising the ac knowledged pare amount rights of the Feder al ¢ Groverh 
ment. Every indication to date leads to the inescapable conclusio1 
that those who advocate the Federal project would give scant consid 
eration to irrigation if they were then in positions of authority. The 
scheme of the proponents and their glib assurances of water right 
protection are not compatible ideas. 

Idaho irrigators are accustomed to watermasters of their own choos 
ing. They are not prepared to accept a political watermaster with 
divided loyalty, however benevolent such watermaster may appear at 
any particular time. 

Let me close with this admonition: Let nonfarm pressure groups 
concern themselves with matters directly affecting their welfare. Let 
downstream promoters of political dams stay within their own boun 
daries. Let planners, authority-seekers and would-be watermasters 
tind a more fertile field. 

This is Idaho’s water—let it alone! 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Cooper, I do not think anybody is in doubt 
as to where you stand, and that is a good thing in this world. I do 


want too call your attention to section 2 of the bill in the hope that it 
may bring you some comfort. 


The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other bene 
ticial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State 
law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

It may not give you complete protection. I say it is in there in the 
hope that it gives you complete protection. We believe that it does. 

Furthermore, I think it would be interesting to your farm group if 
you checked what has happened on some of these projects. For ex 
ample, has the farmer who is below or above Hoover Dam suffered 
a change in his water rights because of the construction of the dam? 
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What happened when Shasta Dam was built? What happened when 

e Friant Dam was built? 

I was going to say, what happened when Grand Coulee and Bonne 

were built? I just cannot believe the Federal Government as- 
- or could assert any right which in any way would cause you 

Ity. You have to make that decision yourself. I recognize 
+f 

\ir. Coorer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ator ANDERSON. Do you have any additional material to submit 
the record ¢ 

\Ir. Coorer. T haven't anything additional. 

| would like to state further that we have present a group here of 
| tho men. 

\lex O. Coleman, of St. Anthony, Idaho. Mr. Coleman is also a 

mber of the Committee of Nine, and is a director of the Idaho State 
-oclamation Association. 

[r. Herbert Silbaugh, of Jerome, Idaho. Mr. Silbaugh is a member 
of the Committee of Nine and a director of the Idaho State Reclama 

(Association. He is also the president of the board of directors 
of the Northside Canal Co. 

We have Mr. William Holden, of Idaho Falls. Mr. Holden is a 

and represents a large number of irrigation districts and canal 

aden in the upper Snake River Valley. He is also the official 

wokesman for the Committee of Nine, and speaks also for the Idaho 
Falls Chamber : Commerce. 

We have Mr. N. V. Sharpe, Filer, Idaho, a director in the National 
Reclamation Association. He is also a former president of the Idaho 
State Reclamation Association, and is chairman of the Committee of 
Nine. This committee may be said to be the board of directors for the 
operation and distribution of the waters of the Snake River for use 

he Snake River Valley. 

We also have Mr. John Tate, of Boise. Idaho. Mr. Tate is a member 

f the Boise Valley Drainage Committee, and also represents the 
Mountain Home Reclamation Committee. 

We have Mr. Glen Sloan, a former engineer of the Bureau of Recla 

ition, who will diseuss the so-called Sloan plan. 

We are also privileged to have with us the Honorable C. Petrus 
| 


Peterson, the president of the National Reclamation Association, who 


1] »”» 
i} 


make a statement in opposition to Senate bill 1333. 
With your permission, we would like them to speak in the order in 
hich I named them, and Mr. Coleman is the next. 

Senator ANpERSON. We will do exactly that, Mr. Cooper. They will 
called in just the order which you have specified her 

[ assume, Senator Dworshak, that is agreeable with you. 

senator DwonsHax, They have not conferred with me, but cer 
nly that is agreeable. 

Senator ANDERSON. We will take them one by one as we can do so. 
May I first ask if you have any amendment which you might suggest 
hich might more adequately protect the rights of the water use 

Mr. Cooper. No. T hadn‘t thought about that 

Senator JAcKkson. I take it your only objection to this isthe question 
f water rights. You do not have any amendments which would 

Mr. Coorrr. You mean recommend an amendment to the bill? 


62506—55——_39 
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Senator Jackson. Yes. If your objection to the project is based o 
the fact that it might mpalr the water rights, do you not have any 
proposal to protect them / 

Mr. Coorer. That would have to be through a constitutional amen 
ment. 

Senator Jackson. You want to change the Constitution ? 

Mr. Coorrer. No, we don’t want to change it at all. We don’t hav: 
any idea of changing it. We are not recommending that at all. The 
commerce clause is written into the Constitution, and we contend that 
that is the danger to us. It endangers our water rights 

Senator Jackson. If we were to remove the commerce clause. 
would really be going back, I am afraid. I guess we might as we 
forget about control of interstate railroads, air traffic. We wouk 
just have 48 Nations instead of 1 Nation. 

Mr. Coorrer. We are not asking the removal of that at all. We as 
Oppose d to the bill as it stands. We are opposed to a federally CO 
structed dam in Hells Canyon. 

Senator JACKSON. You are opposed to a Federal dam even if thi 
water rights are protected ¢ 

Mir. Coorer. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. That is your point. 

Mr. Coorrer. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. If water rights were amply protected, it would 
not make any difference / 

Mr. Coorer. We don’t consider that there is anything which ca 
be written into the bill which will protect them, because the Cor 
stitution supersedes a bill that you might write or language that you 
might put in the bill. 


Senator JACKSON. In your statement on page 5 you say: 

Bear in mind that Idaho irrigators, present and future, must supply the water 
to make the Hells Canyon power generators operate and to fill and refill the 
reservoir. 

Who is going to supply the water to fill the reservoir for the Idaho 
Power dams? 

Mr. Cooper. The waters of the Snake River rise in the State of 
Idaho, do they not? It comes from the same source. I don’t have 
any 

Senator Jackson. [ just want to get clear in my mind. I wondered 
if it was different water which was going to supply and make the 
generators turn for Idaho Power than it would for the Federal dam. 
This is what you say 

Bear in mind that Idaho irrigators, present and future, must supply the water 
to make the Hells Canyon power generators operate and to fill and refill the 
reservoir, 

If you have three dams built by Idaho Power Co., who will do the 
same thing to which you refer in that statement? In other words, 
supply the water to make the power generators operate for Idaho 
P ower, 

Mr. Coorer. Our contention is that they will take their chances 
with the irrigators, whereas if it is federally operated they can insist 
that the water be turned down. 

Senator Jackson. In other words, your understanding is that if 
Idaho Power Co. builds the dam, the irrigators could withhold the 
water and shut down the powerplants if they wanted to? 
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\fy. Coorer. For beneficial consumptive use under the appropriative 


ny trine, they could, yes. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. And you agree that those rights are pro- 
. | even in case of a Federal dam 

\ir. Coover. We contend that if it is a Federal dam, the same 

would not apply. atte 

E Senator JAcKson. Does the irrigation or reclamation association 
_ ose all so ral dams ¢ 
. Mr. Coort They do where their rights are endangered. 


Senator via KSON. Wait a minute. What about Palisades Dam? 
you oppose that ¢ 
| \lr. Coorer. No. 
senator J ACKSON, Why not 4 
\ir. Coover. This dam comes under a different classification because 
power dam, while the Palisades Dam provided irrigation. 
Senator JACKSON. You mean in one case Idaho Power Co. objected 
ind in the other case they did not, is that it ? 
Vr. Cooper. I didn’t get what you said. 
Senator JAcKson. It is pretty straight. I said in one case Idaho 
Power Co. did not object to Palisades Dam. 
\] (‘oorerR. | don’t know what the Idaho Power (‘o. had to Say 
tatall. I don't have any idea. 
Senator Jackson., You do not have any idea whether they were for 
rainst Palisades Dam ¢ 
: Mir. Coorrr. No. 
Senator Jackson. But you were for it. So up there where they 
i Federal project where you have both power and irrigation, you 
the rights of the water users would be different than the V would 
lh) nd Hells Canyon ¢ 


er Mr. Coorer. I don’t say that. I say that the Palisades was designed 
he to benefit irrigation. 

Senator JacKsoNn. Let me get vour doctrine straight. 

10 Mir. Cooper. All right. 
Senator Jackson. There cannot be one water doctrine at one Fed- 
it eral dam and a different water doctrine at another. You say at Pali- 
ve des Dam the water rights of the private users are protected ¢ 
Mr. Cooper. I say that was a storage dam, and it was designed to 
z assist in the suppleme: ital water for irrigation. 
1e Senator Jackson. What difference does it make? You say if there 
n. sa Federal project, then all rights of the private water users are sub- 
ject to the paramount Federal interest. If that applies at Hells Can- 

or yon, it applies at Palisades, which you supported. 

1e Mr. Cooper. There is a difference in the two. Hells Canyon is a 
power dam and is not designed to irrigate 1 acre of land. 

18 Senator JaAcKson. How much power is produced at Palisades? 

S, Mr. Coorrr. I don’t know. 

0 Senator Jackson. You know that they produce power there, do 
you not ¢ 

1g Mr. Coorer. Sure, I know that they produce power, and they also 

3t tore supplemental water for irrigation. 


Senator JACKSON. Surely. But that does not change the rights. 
f Mr. Cooper. At Hells Canyon you don't. 
e Senator Jackson. That does not change the water rights at all. 
How can that change the water rights of the people in the area af- 


ec 
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fected? You do not have to be a lawyer to figure this out. You say 
if the Federal Government builds a dam, whether it is a single-purpos 
or a multipurpose dam, that the rights of the water users which ai 
affected by that dam are such that the Federal Government can take 
away from them their right to use the water: but if a private dam 
built, that situation does not apply. That is what you are saying. 

Mr. Coorrer. No. I say the Palisades Dam is a multipurpose dam. 
It serves two purposes. 


Senator Jackson. It does not matter v hether it serves 10 purpose 
Mr. Cooper. Yes, it makes quite a bit of difference to us. 
Senator ANbERsSON. Tow ? 


Senator Jackson. How? 

Mr. Cooper. The proposition is, where it is stored above Palisades 
and the water is used for power and for irrigation on Idaho land. It 
comes dow} to Hells C'anvon and there isn’t l acre of irrigated laa d 
in Idaho below Hells Canyon. 

Senator Jackson. There mav be in another area. 

Mr. (‘OoPER. The water 1 P| ed then for power below, and it isn’t i 
multiple purpose dam. That is the point I am making. 

Senator Jackson. I bee your pardon on that. 

Senator Anprerson. Who built it? 

Mr. Cooper. Who built what ? 

Senator AnprerRsSoN. The Palisades Dam. 

Mr. Cooper. The Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Anperson. It is a Federal dam. 

Mr. Cooper. Sure. 

Senator Anperson. Referring to the last part of your statement, 
does that throw the Idaho irrigators under a watermaster not of their 
own choosing ? 

Mr. Cooper. No, certainly it didn’t. because—— 

Senator Anperson. Then how would Hells Canyon do it? 

Mr. Coorrr. Because Hells Canyon is a power dam exclusively. 

Senator Jackson. You have heard the testimony here. It is not. 
It will control flood waters. 

Mr. Cooper. I have seen the location of it. I know exactly where 
it is. 

Senator Jackson. How will it change the water doctrine? They 
are generating power today. Maybe they will irrigate land down- 
stream tomorrow. We do not know. 

Mr. Coorer. Not in Idaho they won’t, because it is nothing but a 
mountain gorge for miles and miles. You can’t get there any other 
way except by a mule. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Cooper, is this a river which belongs only 
to Idaho? 

Mr. Coorer. No, but the water rises in Idaho, and we feel as long 
as there is any chance for development on Idaho land, we have a 
right to say whether or not a power dam goes in below there. 

Senator Jackson. I see. Let us get vour theory straight here. You 
say that because the headwaters of the Snake River rise in Idaho, they 
ought to have exclusive rights to the water. That means, in view of the 
fact that the headwaters of the Columbia rise in British Columbia, 
they have complete control over the Columbia River and we haven't 
any right to it. 
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nator ANDERSON. Don’t get into that theory very far, because the 
Snake River might rise in Wyoming. ‘That is where it rises, if you 
want to get technical. 

Mr. Coorer. I have been there. 

Senator ANprERSON. I live along the Rio Grande, and it is the hardest 
job in the world to look at the headwaters of the Rio Grande. I had 
to get a special plane out of Colorado Springs one time to go up and 
see the little lake where it rises, and it rises in Colorado. So help me, 
Colorado does not own all the water in the Rio Grande. 

Mr. Coorer. Just about 4 percent of it. 

Senator AnpErsoN. The States have been through this in litigation 

r litigation. I am sure this lawyer who told you about paramount 
S ! iohts was wise enough to advise you that you do not claim rights 
because the water rises in your State; that interstate streams sometimes 
ve to divide up their water. Your claim on the Snake River is not 
cause the water rises in your State. It may fall on the watershed 
pletely out of your State. 
Mr. Coorer. That can be done by compact. That is true enough. 
When all States agree to a compact, that can be accomplished. But 
the other States have not signed the compact and have not agreed to it. 
Senator Anperson. All I am trying to suggest to you—— 
Mr. Coorer. As long as that exists, we are going to object to this. 
Senator Anperson. The Palisades Dam, a Federal dam, did not 
arm you. The Snake River continues to flow. The flow may be regu- 
ited. You are talking about political watermasters not of their own 
hoosing. Did you choose the man who looks after the Palisades Dam ? 
\ir. Coorrer. No. 
r Senator Anperson. Is he not one of these Federal officials that you 
are worried about? 

Mr. Cooper. It could be, but we are getting along with him so far. 

Senator ANpERsON. You get along with him all right? 

Mr. Coorrer. So far. 

Senator AnpERSON. You will find that experience with respect to 
the other one, as well. 


e Senator Jackson. I have no further questions. 
Senator ANpERSON. Senator Neuberger ? 
y Senator Neupercer. [ notice on page 2 of your statement you refer 


- to section 1 of the bill, Mr. Cooper, about the authorization under 
the constitutional power of the Federal Government. 


au is this the part you object to? 
r That, in order to initiate the comprehensive development of water resources 
of the Snake River and its tributaries, the Congress, in the exercise of its con- 
V stitutional authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate commerce 
, the States. * * * 
y Is that what you object to? Is that the part of the bill to which you 
a object ¢ 
: Mr. Coorrer. Yes. 
ql ; Senator Nrupercer. What I have read to you is this: With the ex- 
i ‘eption of the words “Snake River,” which I substituted for the words 
Q “Upper Colorado River Basin,” I have read to you section 1 of Senate 
, bill S. 500 for the upper Colorado storage and power project, which 
t : authorizes 5 or 6 stor: age and river projects. 
De you know that Senator Dworshak voted for that bill, that Sena- 
- Welker voted for that bill; that Senator Watkins, of Utah, one 
- 
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of the foremost authorities on irrigation rights ever to sit in the Co 
gress, who himself is an expert on that and I dare say knows as mu 
as this nameless attorney from California, was a sponsor of this b 
and its chief proponent? Do you know that all these men voted fe 
what I have read to you, which is almost word-for-word identical 
section 1 which your unanimously supported resolution objects to / 
This particular section under the commerce clause is in the Uppe: 
(‘olorado Act which all these Senators whose names I have mentioned 
supported. 

Senator Jackson (presiding). Do you know why that language 
in there, Mr. C ooper ¢ 

Mr. Cooper. No. 

Senator Jackson. You don't? Do you not know that in order to 
build any kind of Federal! project, the projects that your assoc latio 
supports, they have to have that language or it is not constitutional / 
We cannot appropriate the money. 

You see, you are opposing language which you yourself rely o 
when you support irrigation and reclamation projects. That is thi 
language that must be in every bill. 

Senator NevBerGcer. Is your association opposed to the upper Col: 
rado bill? 

Mr. Cooper. No. That is out of our State. We haven't anything to 
do with that. 

ces Neupercer. I mean the National Reclamation Association. 
Are the ‘Vy Oppes “i to that bill? It has this commerce clause in it. 

Mr. Cooper. The national association directors can speak for them 
selves on that. 

Senator Nevesercer. I think they ought to make it clear, because 
[ think it will be very interesting to the House of Representatives o1 
even to the President when the bill reaches his desk, whether you 

organization 1s opposed to the upper Colorado bill because of this 


clause, 


I would like to ask one other enon 

Senator Jackson. In other words, Mr. Cooper, in fairness to you 
you are not a lawyer in order to enact ce rtain legislation for the control 
of the Salk vaccine, you will read in the | vill a reference to the promo 
tion of commerce and oud nea of commerce, and so on. It has 
to be in the bill in order to have your constitu tional peg on which 
to hang your Federal on You see? So you are using language 
here which, if you wanted deleted, you W cule 1 not be able to come be fore 
this committee again and ask for one of your favorite irrigation proj 
ects. because that language has to be in there or they cannot spend 
any money on it. It is just not constitutional. That is the reason 
that language is in there. 

I want to be fair with you. That is standard language. You will 
find it in the Palisades project, if you look it up. It is in every project 
which affects navigable waters. 

Senator NEUBERGER. How do you feel about other proposed proj- 
ects, not built but proposed, on the Snake River? Let us eliminate 
Hells Canyon. How do you feel about Pleasant Valley, Mountain 
Sheep, Ice Harbor, and projects like that, proposed on the Snake 
River? Are you opposed to them ? 

Mr. Coorer. So long as they are in the interest of irrigation, we 
are not opposed, if they have something to do with irrigating land 


j 
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lh is not now irrigated, or providing a supplemental supply. 
\Ve are not opposed to multiple purpose dams, but strictly a power 
: we are not in favor of. 
Senator NeuBEeRGER. How do you feel about dams downstream on 
(Columbia system, of which the Snake River is a part? Are you 
pposed to a dam if it is a power dam / 
\[v. Cooper. We would not have any business interfering with that. 
Phat isin another State. It is out of our realm. 
Senator NeuBercer. Is not part of Hells Canyon in another State, 
\Ir. Cooper. I don’t think so. 
Senator Neusercer. I thought it was on the line. 
Senator JACKSON. Is is not on the Oregon-Idaho line? I had that 


cit 


: Senator Neupercer. I thought the States were divided right at the 
el, 
Senator JACKSON. I thought it was the boundary line for a distance. 
Senator NeuBercer. Is that not the boundary line—unless it has 
hanged. 
Mr. Cooper, who wrote this resolution which objects to section 1 
e bill? 
0 Mv. Cooper. It was our idea, and Mr. Fix completed the statement, 
( the attorney for the reclamation association. 
Senator Neupercer. You mentioned in your statement that the 
Hells Canyon Dam would be an entering wedge for authoritarian 
domination. Do you believe that any other dam would be an entering 
wedge for authoritarian domination ¢ 
e Mr. Coorer. It depends on whether it is a multiple-purpose dam 
or not, and whether it had to do with irrigation. 
Senator Neupercer. The representative of the Army engineers 


S testified that this was a multiple-purpose dam, and so did a repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Mr. Cooper. Do you mean it is intended that water stored in Hells 
Canyon would be used for irrigation in Idaho? 
Senator Neusercer. There are other multiple purposes. That is 
not the only multiple purpose. There are many multiple purposes. 
S The word “multiple” itself indicates that. 
Mr. Cooper. We contend that that isa mistake. Anyone has a right 
to be mistaken, but we contend that is a mistake. 
p Senator NEUBERGER. | want to ask one concluding question. 
Would you he opposed to any bill which contained the language 
which has been read from the commerce clause of the Constitution ? 
Would you be opposed to any dam which is authorized with that 
language ¢ 
Mr. Coorrr. I can’t say that I would. These questions are coming 
rather quickly. I would have to think that over a little bit. 
Senator Neupercer. Is the man who drafted this resolution—Mr. 
Fix, is that his name? 


, Mr. Cooper. Yes. 
| Senator NEUBERGER. Does he represent any private utility company, 
or does he not? Do you know ? 


Mr. Ccorrr. I think he is with the firm of Parry & Fix, at Twin 
? Falls. 
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Senator Neusercer. Do they represent any private utility com- 
panies ¢ 

Mr. Coorrer. Yes. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Which one? 

Mr. Coorrr. The Idaho Power. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator JACKSON. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHak. No questions. 

Senator Jackson. Do you want to call your next witness, or do 
you want me to call them in the order you named them? Either way 
It does not make any difference. 

Mr. Coleman is next, I think. I have them on the list here, and if 
they are not in the order you want them, just speak to me, will you, 
lease ? 


Mr. Coorer. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX. 0. COLEMAN, ST. ANTHONY, IDAHO, A DI- 
RECTOR OF THE IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Coteman. I am Alex. O. Coleman, a farmer and stockman of 
St. Anthony, Idaho. My home place consists of a quarter section of 
land which is irrigated by the waters of the North Fork, or Henry’s 
Fork, of the Snake River, with supplemental water from the Island 
Park Reservoir of the Fremont-Madison Irrigation District. 

I also operate a small farm in Madison County. The water for this 
acreage is provided by the Teton River, which for many years has 
presented a serious flood-control problem in the communities through 
which it passes. 

At the present time I am a member of the Committee of Nine, which 
regulates and manages the distribution of water for Water District 
No. 36. Iam a director of the Idaho State Reclamation Association, 
representing the upper Snake River Valley. For the past 15 years I 
have been a director of the Twin Groves Canal and Irrigation Com- 
pany which furnishes the larger portion of the “natural flow” water 
for my farm. 

I am attending this hearing as a representative of the Idaho State 
Reclamation Association. On the 25th and 26th of April 1955, at our 
annual convention which was held at Idaho Falls, Idaho, a resolution 
was passed unanimously in opposition to the proposed building of a 
Federal dam in the Hells Canyon region. 

Some of our reasons for opposing this dam are: First, we feel that 
the building of such a dam is an infringement on our water rights. 
Second, it gives us no assurance of future upstream development. 
Third, it deprives the State of Idaho of the opportunity to develop 
her own natural resources. Fourth, it does not provide a means of 
flood control as its proponents claim. Fifth, the order of listing of 
this bill is highly objectionable to 


preferential uses of water 11 
reclamationists. 
Let us consider this bill first as it affects our State’s rights: 
When Idaho was admitted to the Union as a State, her constitution 
was accepted by the Members of Congress and Senators from the 42 
States of the Union. One paragraph of this constitution, in particu- 
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lar, grants and regulates the right of the use of water within the 
State. I quote: 


Water being essential to the industrial prosperity of the State, and all agri- 
ultural development throughout the greater portion of the State depending 
upon its Just apportionment to, and economical use by, those making a beneficial 
application of the same, its control shall be in the State, which, in providing for 
its use, shall equally guard all the various interests involved. All the waters 
of the State, when flowing in their natural channels, including the waters of all 
natural springs and lakes within the boundaries of the State 


should like you to pay particular attention to this next clause. 


e declared to be the property of the State, whose duty it shall be to supervise 

their appropriation and allotment to those diverting the same therefrom for any 

eficial purpose, and the right to the use of any waters of the State for useful 

yr beneficial purposes is recognized and confirmed; and the right to the use of 

any of the public waters which have heretofore been or may hereafter be allotted 

wv beneficially applied, shall not be considered as being the property right in 
itself, but such right shall become— 


And this is important. 
the complement of, or one of the appurtenances of, the land or other thing 

hich, through necessity, said water is being applied; and the right to continue 
the use of any such water shall never be denied or prevented 

Now, these are the conditions under which Idaho was admitted 
as a sovereign State to the Union. 
from any cause than the failure on the part of the user thereof to pay the 
ordinary charges or assessments which may be made to cover the expenses for 
delivery of such water. 

Our second reason for opposing this bill is that it gives us absolutely 
no assurance of future upstream development. Now, gentlemen, I 
am sure that no conscientious Senator in this great body would consent 
to the expenditure of one-half to $1 billion of the United States 
Treasury funds or the taxpayers’ hard-earned money to build this 
dam without the assurance of adequate water to fill it. This can only 
be done by the filing on all of the unappropriated waters that are 
and may be at any future time a part of Snake River. This fact alone 
would deprive Idaho of any future independent development. 
Agriculture would be stopped immediately. 

Right here may I anticipate a defense of the bill by its proponents? 
They will no doubt contend that the building of this dam will give 
greater development to the State. I contend that it will not because 
it takes away from the courts of this State the right to settle the dis- 
putes that may arise between parties over the use of the water, and 
puts such litigation into the Federal courts. 

There is the possibility, then, that the building of this dam would 
do one or more of these things: Either it could stop future develop- 
ment in agriculture, or it could threaten the water rights of land now 

production, or it could be built without the guaranty of adequate 
water for its maintenance. In any of these events the building of 
this dam would deprive the State of Idaho of the constitutional right 
to fulfill her obligations to her citizens. 

Third, this bill deprives Idaho of the right to develop her own 
natural resources. Water is to Idaho what coal and oil are to the 
great States of Pennsylvania, Utah,and Wyoming. Water isto Idaho 
what copper is to Montana. Water is to Idaho what natural gas is to 
Oklahoma and Texas. Water is to Idaho what offshore oil is to 
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Louisiana, Texas, and California. Water isto Idaho what timber a: 
fishing industries are to Washington and Oregon. We in Idaho hav 
not interfered in the natural resource development of our sister Stat 
Why, then should Idaho be deprived of her right to manage her mos 
valuable resource for her benefit ? 

Reclamationists do not favor being deprived of the means of making 
their livelihood. 

Further. this bill Is not a means of flood control, as it claims. The 
inclusion of the words “flood control” is merely one vehicle by whi 
the proponents of this act expect to secure control of the waters of 
Snake River. Proponents of this bill made this statement regarding 
flood control: 

Two outstanding engineer organizations have agreed, in writing, that ther: 


ire tremendous benefits to be attained through the use of the storage space behind 
Hells Canyon Dam for impounding some of the flood waters that imperil dow: 


stream lives and property My colleagues will remember 50 lives were lost 
and $100 million in property damage suffered in 1948, when the Columbia we 
on a rampage. If a flood similar to that which occurred in 1894—greatest o1 


record—should occur now, with a much greater development along the rive 
banks, the total loss would exceed $350 million. 

I feel that the proponents are employing fear tactics, for the recur 
rence of the high waterflows attributable to a flood of the magnitude 
of the 1894 flood is virtually an impossibility. Since that date, there 
have been many dams built on the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
In District 36 alone, about 5,500,000 acre-feet of storage space have 
been constructed. Boise River has three outstanding dams which will 
guarantee against the recurrence of a flood on that tributary. In the 
Snake River Basin above Weiser, there are over 9 million acre-feet 
of storage, or roughly about three-fourths of the average annual flow 
at that point. 

May I draw the attention of this committee to some of the federally 
constructed dams in the Columbia Basin, which presumably included 
flood control as a part of their functions, such as Grand Coulee and 
Hungry Horse. According to proponents, they evidently are of no 
flood control value whatsoever. 

Senator Jackson. I do not understand. Will you explain that 
paragraph ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. Which paragraph ? 

Senator Jackson. The one you just read. 

Mr. Coteman. Yes. In presenting the bill, I think it was Senator 
Morse who said that they wanted the Hells Canyon Dam built because 
they did not want another occurrence of the 1894 flood. In other 
words, I felt that he implied there that if Hells Canyon Dam was 
built, there would never be another flood on the lower Columbia 
such as they had at Vanport in 1948. 

Senator Jackson. Are you sure of that / 

Mr. Coteman. I think so. 

Senator Jackson. You say he said at the hearings out in the North- 
west that if Hells Canyon—— 

Mr. Coteman. No. He said it here in the Halls of Congress. 

Senator Jackson. He said at some time that if Hells Canyon Dam 
were built—let us get this straight, because it is important—there 
would never be another flood—— 

Mr. Coteman. Let me read it. I quote him here. 
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Senator JACKSON. Where did you ae him ? 
\ir. CoLeman. On page 4, 5 lines down. 

(wo outstanding engineer organizations have agreed in writing, that there 
mendous benefits to be attained through the use of the storage space behind 


Hells Canyon Dam for impounding some of the flood waters 


Senator JACKSON. “Some.” Go head. 
\ir. COLEMAN (reading) : 


peril downstream lives and property. 
Ilere I felt there was an inference: 


My colleagues will remember 50 lives were lost and $100 million in property 
ige suffered in 1948 when the Columbia went on a rampage. If a flood 
ar to that which occurred in 1894—+greatest on record 

Phere is the inference that it could happen again, if a flood should 
r again like the one in 1894. 

Senator Jackson. The flood could start. The question is whether 

ou control it. 

Mr. Coreman. The point I wanted to make is that if these dams 

re already in, it can’t ever happen again. It is a physical impos- 

~ bility. 

Senator Jackson. He is saying that the present dams would not be 

le to control it. He is not saying what you say at all. I do not get 

it from this quotation. 
Mr. COLEMAN (reading) : 


If a flood similar to that which occurred in 1894—greatest on record—should 
Cnr now 


Senator JACKSON (reading) : 
e total loss would exceed $350 million. 


oe he does not say that the dams which are now on the river would 

t play a part in holding back that flood, at all. He is pointing out 

the tremendous increase which has occurred in property investment in 
the area. 

Mr. Coteman. It isa matter of personal opinion and interpretation. 
Senator Jackson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Coteman. Let me quote from another proponent: 

In 1948 the Columbia River produced a flood of proportions exceeded only 
ce since the river measurements have been taken. The swollen waters, almost 

without warning, burst through the protecting embankments at the town of 
nport and inundated it in a wall of angry water. Fifty people were drowned 
lbamage to property exceeded $100 million. 

Proponents would want you to believe that all this trouble could 
ive been eliminated if Hells Canyon Dam had been built. Such is 
ot the case, and to justify my statements, allow me to refer you to 

Department of the Interior bulletin known as, Surface Water Supply 
of the United States, 1948 Issue, Part 13, Snake River Basin Geolog- 
cal Survey, Water Supply Paper 1123. This bulletin was prepared 
hn cooperation with the States of Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 
and Wyoming, and other agencies. I quote from that book the follow- 
ng figures regarding the second greatest flood since records were kept. 

During the 1948 flood the highest maximum discharge of Snake River at Oxbow, 
vhich is the last gaging station above the presently-proposed federal Hells Can 
nm Dam site, was 55,100 second feet. Now compare these figures of the very 

same time with those of the Salmon River at Whitebird which maximum dis- 
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charge was 103,000 second feet; and the maximum discharge of the Clearwater 
River at Spalding for the same period was 177,000 second feet. 

On which river, then, is the flood control needed? You be the judges 

According to this same source of information, the floodwater at 
Vanport was raised only .8 of 1 foot by the combined flow of these 
three rivers. What. then, was the source of the remaining floodwater? 
Definitely it was not the Snake River, and particularly above the pro 
posed Hells Canyon Dam site. May ] repeat my question, Where, then, 
1S flood control needed ? 

Senator Jackson. Where is flood control needed ? 

Mr. Coteman. I think the Clearwater very definitely needs some, 
more than twice as much as on the Snake River. 

Senator Jackson. I mean, to control all the water in that area, 
where is the control needed 2 

Mr. Coteman. At the head of the river, rather than near the mouth. 

Senator Jackson. Is it not a fact, to be fair about it—let us be rea- 
sonable—that there is not any one dam which is evoine to solve all 
the flood-control problems on the Columbia River ? 

Mr. Coteman. That is a point I would like to make. 

Senator Jackson. But Hells Canyon is one of the contributing dams 
to the control of the river. 

Mr. Coteman. With that in view, Senator 

Senator Jackson. That is the whole point of the development of 
these projects in the Northwest. Each one plays a role, and one dam 
alone does not play the entire role of Northwest development. That is 
the story of this program. 

Mr. Coteman. I will grant that. But with that in view and allow- 
ing for justice and thought, why, then, don’t we have a little more 
effort put forth on the Clearwater, which produces twice as much as 
on the Snake? 

Senator Jackson. We will take these one at a time. 

Mr. Coteman. I grant that. 

Senator Jackson. This project contributes to the control of flood- 
waters to a certain extent, the same way that Grand Coulee, to a 
certain extent, the same way that McNary, the same way that Bonne- 
ville—all the way down. You can control it by using all of the dams. 
You cannot use just any one dam and say it is going to control all 
the floodwaters of the river. 

Mr. Cotpman. I can only speak from my experience here. In irri- 
gating, asa farmer, wl en I have one of my head ditches break down, 
rather than going to one of the minor breaks, I usually go to one of 
the greater breaks before I start to make the repair. I make the repair 
where the most damage is done. That is the theory I used in making 
the statement I did, sir. 

Senator Jackson. You will concede it makes a contribution. 

Mr. Cotrman. It makes a contribution. T will admit that, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. TI would like to say, Mr. Chairman, in fairness 
to Senator Morse, the two paragraphs of his speech which were not 
quoted, and probably advisedly, certainly ought at least to be read for 
the record. 

Senator Jackson. Al] right. 

Senator Nevrercer. These are very brief paragraphs. Senator 
Morse also said 
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Senator Jackson. Refer to the date, please. 
Senator Nrupercer. Congressional Record, page 2094, March 8, 
55. Where you quoted him, Senator Morse then said this: 


4 flood-control system known as the main control plan which would cope with 
the worst recorded flood has been worked out, and Hells Canyon is a key unit in 
lis system. Hells Canyon Dam, if available in 1948 when the last major flood 


curred, would have decreased flood damages between $10 million and $12 

lion, the Corps of Engineers advises me. 

That is the end of Senator Morse’s quote. 

I think in all fairness to him, you have implied that he said, that 
Hells Canyon would have elimin: ited dam: izes to property exceeding 
£100 million. 

Mr. Coteman. That was my interpretation. 

Senator Neusercer. You did not even read the other 2 paragraphs, 
or whoever wrote your statement did not read the other 2 paragraphs 
wherein he pointed out that Hells Canyon at most would have knocked 
off only about 10 percent of that damage. 

Mr. CoLeMAN. Senator, may I say, | wrote my own statement. 

Senator Neupercer. Iam very glad you did, and I commend you for 

because it is a very well-written statement. I want to say in 
fairness to Senator Morse, then, you should have read—did you read 
the whole speech / 

Mr. Coteman. I read the whole thing. I follow the Congressienal 
Record intimately on any project in the West. 

ator Neusercer. Do you not think in fairness to him you should 
ive indicated that he said expressly that Hells Canyon would have 
only decreased that flood damage by around 10 percent ? 

Mr. Coreman. That is a matter of individual- 

Senator Neusercer. I think you should have. 

Senator Jackson. Are you a lawyer? 

Mr. C OLEMAN. No,sir. lama farmer. 

Senator Jackson. I assume someone advised you with reference to 
the ean itutional provision on water. 

Mr. Coteman. No one has advised me, sir. I have just picked 
out and read it, and I make these statements myself. 

Senator Jackson. O. K. It is perfectly all right that you do. I 
just inquired. 

Senator NeuBerGer. It is a well-written statement. 

Senator Jackson. It is quite a legal document, in part. I just won 
dered, that is all. 

Mr. Coteman. Our fifth point of contention with the proponents of 
this bill is the place they have relegated to reclamation in their listing 
of the purposes for which they wish to have this bill enacted. 

[f the time ever comes when this issue is hard pressed and controver- 
og are taken into the Federal courts, which is the only recourse and 

which our State courts cannot participate, the advocates of water 
foe power could say, “Congress gave us preferential use of the water. 
So, gentlemen, under this bill there goes our water, Idaho’s most valu- 
able natural resource, down the river to build industries for the North 
west. Is it any wonder that reclamationists are concerned with these 
future prospects ? 

Irrigation development under the head of reclamation was not begun 
by the Federal Government for the purpose of acquiring and operating 
large amounts of property, or for carrying on a line of businesses as 
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such by the Government, but rather, to produce food and fiber for ma: 
and for the purpose of reclaiming the arid lands of the West. 

We are concerned regarding the motive in the minds of the pro 
ponents of this bill, for they have given practically everything in the 
bill preferential use ahead of reclamation. We cannot conscientious), 
feel that it is water for power which they seek, for if it were, there 
are other sites far less controversial. Four of these sites are on the 
Snake River after it leaves the State of Idaho and before it reaches its 
confluence with the Columbia. All of these sites have been authorized 
but still remain to be constructed. 

Then there are two sites on the Clearwater River in Idaho which 
would present no problem whatsoever as far as reclamation is con 
cerned. With the prospects of these proposed dams and the vast store 
of electric power which they could supply, and the imminent flood 
danger, which these streams furnish to the lower Columbia, is it any 
wonder that we become alarmed when the big push is always made o1 
Hells Canyon ¢ 

Knowing as we do that Snake River’s contribution to flood is in 
finitesimal and that the aforementioned sites for power dams are 
available and would materially aid in flood control, is it not logical 
to believe that it is not water for power but power over the waters 
of the Snake River, with its attendant control of the means of our mak 

g a livelihood, that these proponents seek ¢ 

This control of the electric power, by the control of the river systems, 
would result in the control of the industries of the Nation, the contro! 
of transportation, mining, and agriculture. Such a succession of 
events can only result in the ultimate outcome of an unconstitutional, 
socialistic form of government for the United States of America. 

I fee] at this time that it is necessary for me to draw your attention 
to Idaho’s disposition of this Hells Canyon matter. Consecutively as 
this issue has been placed in the hands of the people, which is thei 
constitutional right, it has been overwhelmingly defeated. The ma 
jorities opposing it have been enormous. After all is considered, we 
are the grassroots of Snake River. Snake River is our life’s blood. 
Snake River is Idaho. 

In conclusion, let me quote from a great statesman of our day, a 
man whom you revere as one of the great Presidents of the United 
States, whose thinking is world renowned and whose writings I per 
sonally admire, the late President Woodrow Wilson. I think it would 
be well on this day for our Senators and Congressmen to abide by his 
philosophy. I quote: 

The history of liberty is the history of limitations of governmental power, not 
the increase of it. 

Gentlemen, it has been a pleasure for me to represent the reclamation 
people of Idaho before this august body. 

I thank you. 

Senator Jackson. Thank, you, Mr. Coleman. 

Any questions ? 

Senator Neupercer. Just one brief question. 

I think you presented a very well-written paper, Mr. Coleman. 

At the tope of page 7 you said that the control of electric power 
by the control of the river systems would result in an unconstitutional, 








HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 613 


alistic form of government in the United States. Do you think 
it Government power projects on other rivers have resulted in that 

Mr. Coteman. I don’t think there has been the extensive use of the 
(jovernment on other rivers as there has been and is in this strife on 

e Columbia. 

Senator Neuspercer. There are a number of Government power 

ojects on the Columbia River. Do you think that is resulting in 

constitutional and socialistic form of government ¢ 

Mir. CoLeman. I imagine I can see that result in the future; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you a question about that. In what 
vay’ LTameurious. Maybe you could enlighten me on that. I have 

ved all my life 

Mr. Coteman. I don’t think a farmer could enlighten a Senator. 

Senator JAcKson. I am interested in it. I was born there, and my 

irents came there with the Indians. I would like to know a little 

t about how that would come about. You mean these Federal dams 

nd to ereate what ? 

Mr. ane I feel this way, and I have had a little experience 

ith Federal bureaucracy. I remember upon one occasion when a 

in who was supervising the Snake River wished to build some build 

Y on one of the reservoirs, and we opposed 1 it because we had to pay 
for it, and it was an extortionate thing. He made this statement: 

ll men are supposed to do is pay the bill, and I will do the rest. You stay 
ne and do that. 

I can see that coming on gradually. | imagine I can see that coming 
nally and pyr: amiding. Pretty soon we will be relegated to that 
where we will be dominantly suppressed by politically appointed 

en rather than by those who are the choice of the pe ople. 

Senator JAcKson. You say these proposed projects have that 

dency ¢ 

Mir. Coteman. I think so. 

Senator ne Do you oppose Federal reclamation projects / 

Mir. Coteman. Under certain conditions I don’t. 

Senator Jackson. Under certain conditions you don’t? 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

Senator JACKSON. You do or don’t ? 

Mr. Coteman. I don’t. I don’t oppose any Federal work if it is 
within limitations. I think there are limitations. 

Senator JAcKSoN. What is the limitation / 

Mr. Coteman. I think on this one, the limitation is that it has com- 
pletely gone over for power and no reclamation, and I think that is 
wrong. 

Senator JACKSON. In other words, if this dam were half reclamation 
ind half power— 

Mr. Coteman. It would be different. 

Senator JACKsoNn (continuing). It would be all right ? 

Mr. CoLteman. It would be all right. 

Senator JACKSON. Kven though reclamation is a Federal activity 
vhich is given assistance by the Federal Government, that would not 
make any difference ? 

Mr. Coteman. No. 

Senator Jackson. But if they generate power, then it takes on a 
socialistic flavor ? 
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Mr. CoLteman. No, it doesn’t, but I think that isthe trend. This is 
what we envision. This is what I envision. 

Senator JACKSON. You know, Teddy Roosevelt started this program. 

Mr. Coteman. | appreciate that, sir. You men sit and look out of 
different eyes and under different conditions than I do. You ar 
down on the low end of the river where all you seek is power. Is that 
not right / 

Senator Jackson. That is not true. We are irrigating a million 
acres of land eventually in eastern Washington. 

Mr. CoLteman. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. We are promoting navigation. 

Mr. CoLeman. That is Oregon and Washington. 

Senator Jackson. For your information, I sat on the Interior Ap 
propri ations Committee and helped get money for irrigation projects 
in Idaho. I am not so parochial or provine ial that just because it is 
not inmy State I do not support it. We just got through voting out a 
big project for the upper Colorado. Senator Dworshak and I both 
support projects in our own areas, I do not think we are in C on 
oTess 

Mr. Coteman. Lappreciate that. I think there is a lot of reclama 
tion coming under that bill, sir. I think there will be a lot of arid 
lands irrigated a s a result of the building of that dam. I think it is 
very essentli il. I think food is just as essential to the welfare of the 
people of America as is power, as is navigation, or any other. 

Senator Jackson. Sure, but should we not have powe r, too 4 

Mr. Coteman. Absolutely. You have plenty of sites down there 
at which you can do it. Why build this first, when you are letting 
the others go undone’ You have unappropriated sites there already 
authorized. 

Senator Jackson. You are familar with the 308 Report é 

Mr. CoLemMan. I am. 

Senator Jackson. You know that those projects downstream are 
tied in to Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. And I also read from the Oregonian where a retired 
Army man said, this last July, that they should take another look at 
Report 308, because it was obsolete and it had become nothing more 
than a political issue. 

Senator Jackson. We will admit there are politics in anything 
where you present it to Congress. 

Mr. Coteman. I will grant that. 

Senator Jackson. And politics is not a one-sided thing. It is on 
all sides. 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. But that is what the Army engineer 
man said. I think it was Colonel Whipple. I have the quotation in 
writing, if you wish it. 

Senator Jackson. No. We know there are a lot of politics in this. 

Any further questions ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. I wish to clarify— 

Senator Jackson. I will have to leave in 1 minute. 

Senator Neupercer. I will finish this in 1 minute, Mr. Chairman. 

You mentioned you had noticed this unconstitutional, socialistic 
form developing on the Columbia River. 

Mr. Corteman. If I said it that way, I imagine it in myself. I 
imagine I see that. 
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s Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of all the private industry 
ich has settled on the Columbia River to use this power, privately 
ned, free enterprise ¢ 


Mr. Coteman. I do, sir, and I recollect reading in the Oregonian 
: il these industries were being subsidized by the Federal Govern 
nt in order that they may function. 


Senator Neuspercer. Who said that in the Oregonian / 
Mr. Coteman. That was the man who was representing the alumi 
in industry before the Hoover Commission at Portland, last June 
7 OF OU, 
Senator NeuBercer. Do you know that these projects on the Colum 
are $65 million ahead of scheduled repayment, according to the 
wer cost experts of the Bonneville Power Administration 4 
. Mr. Coreman,. Sir, I said a representative of the aluminum in 
try. Ican get that quotation and present it for the record, if you 
ile 
Senator JAcKson. He said they are being subsidized ¢ 
Mr. Coteman. Absolutely. He is the head 
Senator Jackson. I wish you would bring that in. We will get 
iim in and jack up the power rate for them. 
Mr. Coteman. I will certainly bring it. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Are you opposed to a power subsidy for 
reclamation ¢ 
Mr. CoteMAn. No, [am not. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Coteman. Wait a minute. Let me explain. I think there 
iould be a qualification of that statement. Senator Neuberger. 
\s long as that power is subordinate to reclamation. When the 
vater is not used for reclamation and there is a surplus, then I think 
hould be used for power and supplemented to reclamation. 
Senator Neusercer. But you have no objection to using power 
revenues to bring down the cost of irrigating land ? 
Mr. Coreman. If it can be done on the particular dam, whichever 
‘it may be. 
Senator NEUBERGER. You have no objection to that 4 
Mr. Coteman. To that particular dam. 
Senator Neupercer. You are aware that many people call that a 
subsidy ¢ 
Mr. Coteman. It may be. 
Senator Jackson. If we open up the subject of subsidies, we will 
be here a long time. 
The committee will stand in recess until 10 a. m., tomorrow. 
(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m., 
Thursday, May 5, 1955.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

Ph + subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10: 10 a. m., in the com- 

ttee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.. Senator 

nton P. Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico (chairman of 

e subcommittee); Henry M. Jackson, Washington; Joseph C. 
O'Mahoney, Wyoming: Eugene D. Milliken, Colorado; and Arthur 
V. Watkins, Utah. 

\lso present: Senators W. Kerr Scott, North Carolina: Richard L. 
Neuberger, Oregon; Henry ©. Dworshak, Idaho; and Barry Gold- 
water, Arizona, members of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

\lso present: Senator Herman Welker, Idaho. 

\lso present: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, member of the professional 
staff; Elmer K. Nelson, professional staff engineer; Stewart French, 
general counsel; and N. D). McSherry, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator Anprrson. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Mr. Holden‘ Step right up, sir. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. HOLDEN, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, COUN- 
SEL FOR UPPER SNAKE RIVER WATER USERS AND SPOKESMAN 


FOR COMMITTEE OF NINE AND THE IDAHO FALLS CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Hotpen. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: My 
name is William S. Holden. Iam a lawyer, and I live in Idaho Falls, 
Idaho. I am at this hearing today as a spokesman appearing in 
behalf of the Committee of Nine. The Committee of Nine, Mr. 
(Chairman and Members of the committee, is the board of directors, 
so to speak, of Water District No. 36, which comprises that area in 
Idaho from Milner Dam upstream on the Snake River. It 
total acreage of about a million and a quarter acres. 

This committee, together with the watermaster, regulate the diver- 
sion of water and the control of water in that area along the Snake 
River for irrigation. 

I am here also in behalf of the Upper Snake River Water Users 
Protective Union, which is an association of some 52 irrigation dis- 
tricts and canal companies lying in the upper reaches of the river 
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in the area above American Falls Dam. It embraces some 500,00: 
acres of irrigated land. 

I am also a spokesman for the Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce 
I happen this year to be serving as chairman of its Committee o1 
Reclamation. 

I want to make it clear for the record that I am not representing 
nor have I ever represented the Idaho Power Co. Neither has our 
law firm or any of the members of that firm ever been engaged or 
employed as counsel for that company. 

Hlowever, in view of the rather scathing and almost malicious 
statements which have been made by some witnesses during the course 
of these hearings, I do want to say, with your leave and in deference 
to those officials of that company with whom I am personally ac 
quainted, they are honorable citizens and well and highly respected 
in our State. They are men of good character, honor and integrity. 
Their general reputation in Idaho is excellent. 

Gentlemen, I am not what you call a constitutional lawyer. Nor 
have I ever been involved in any litigation involving the rights be- 
tween the Federal Government and the States insofar as trying to 
determine just what the respective rights of the two are. But I do 
realize that the Federal Government under the commerce clause of 
the Constitution has the power to regulate and control our navigable 
streams. 

It is in connection with that authority vested in the Congress that 
we are appearing here today, by the leave of this committee, to reg- 
ister certain protests, or rather, to state affirmatively some of the 
objections that we do have to this proposed legislation, S. 1333. We 
certainly appreciate the opportunity of coming here and being heard. 

First of all, might I say I have a prepared statement. I do not 
wish to read that statement or impose upon the committee with a 
reading of it. I would prefer, with your leave, to make a briefer 
oral statement, trying to point up some of the questions which really 
are problems to the water users and to some of our communities. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Holden, you proceed in your own way, put 
in whatever evidence you want, and your statement will be printed i in 
full in the record, if you so desire. You are here representing an im- 
portant group of people, and you put on the case for them as best 
you know how, in your own fashion. 

Mr. Hoxpen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

May I direct your attention to this map? It might help you to 
better visualize and understand some of the points involved. This 
is Idaho Falls, Idaho, where I reside. We call this stretch of the river 
through here the extreme upper Snake River Valley, and the area 
down here in the Twin Falls area we call the lower Snake River 
Valley [indicating]. 

Milner Dam is about at this point, and this dam is the last major 
point of diversion of water from the Snake River for irrigation in 
Idaho. It is diverted here, but it does water this area through here 
[indicating]. 

Water is diverted all through this area, and the Committee of Nine, 
whom I have just mentioned, are the board of directors on this river, 
a stream which is designated and classified as a navigable stream clear 
down to this point here [indicating], the last major point of diversion. 
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Chere are in this area irrigated by the waters of the Snake River, and 
this area up through here, some million and a quarter acres of land. 
We have heard much about the plan which you have in mind relative 
in over-all comprehensive river development, and we propose that 
you 1 proceed with a storage plan in the upper reaches of our river, 
in our upper watershed area. A gentleman asked me a moment ago 
f the white part of the map represented the watershed area. Un- 
fortunate ‘ly, it does not. This re presents a lot of arid wasteland, lava 
beds in places, beautiful forests in other places, the latter of which 
nthe high mountains would be the watershed area. 

The upper watershed area of our river is in this region over here, 
extending clear back to the source of the Snake River in the State 

Wyoming. The South Fork, the main fork of the Snake, heads 
at Jackson Lake. There we have the Grand Teton Mountains and 
other mountain ranges which extend all through this area. Those 
mountain areas are what we call the upper mountain region water- 
shed area. 

Senator Anperson. You do concede, then, that the source of the 
Snake River is in another State? 

Mr. Hotpen. We do, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. I am glad to clear that up. 

Mr. Hontpen. T want to say that we get along very nicely with our 
sister State of Wyoming, and we are operating now, so far as this 
river is concerned, under an interstate compact. Unfortunately, the 
river, with its source in Wyoming, does flow right into Idaho, and 
there is not much agricultural land in Wyoming. It is higher moun- 
tain ranges, and it is not practical and there is no way that that water 
coul | be diverted for any extensive irrigation in that State. 

Senator Anperson. There is no argument about the desirability of 
ising itin Idaho. The question was raised that the stream was solely 
vithin the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Hotpen. I might say that we live a rather complacent life out 
there, and I think many of our farmers who just operate their farms 
and know the river as the main stream and their source of supply, 
perhaps just unconsciously regard or assume that it is just an Idaho 
stream, Whereas I have been quite enlightened myself at these hearings 
to find out more about the great development which is contemplated 

n the lower reaches of the river, and I realize more than ever that 
we are just on the upper end. 

But we do want to try to live with all the people on the river, and 


ve know that you have rights down below. But we contend that the 
most logical p lac e to commence with a compre ‘hex nsive river deve lop 
ment is in the upper watershed area, the source of the river. There is 


creat potential water available up there, and our people—and I don’t 
blame them at all and I am one of them—can’t understand the wisdom 
‘f permitting these waters to ramble and race across Idaho through 
‘rid acres for storage down below, before we have completed that up- 
stream development. We invite your attention, Mr. Chairman, to 
the development of that upstream storage reservoir area. 

According to information we have from engineers and various par- 
es concerne “dd, and even just from the lay man’s point of \ iew, we fee] 
nd we are earnest in our position that any upstream storage would 
t only result in multiple-use benefit to the water users in Idaho 
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and by “multiple-use” I mean water for irrigation, water for pows 
and water for tlood control but we conte nd that eve ry ounce of wate 
which is impounded in reservoirs upstream, when it is released 
crderly fashion during the summer months will result in as great 


not greater benefit to you people downstream, because that wate 


vill be put in the river and will come downstream during the mont 

when you need it down there to operate the turbines and the powe 

plant and for whatever other purposes you might have, such 

pre. ge j 
J Mr. Crandall pointed out, the terrain, the veology of this ar 

is oats that we have a porous underground earth condition ther 

We have a lot of lava and deep crevices, and much of the water co 


scape in its course down the river and it does go into the unde: 
eround storage reservoir basin as a result of irrigation. 

But the amazing thing is that this water applied to these areas 
the upper reaches of Idaho recovers and again enters the Snake Rive) 
How, I don’t know. They contend that possibly through old rive 
( hanne Is which have long since bee an cove rect up. it cloes recover, 
in some places downstream, far below our last major point of diversion. 
the flow of the river again is greater than it is in some of the upstrean 
areas. 

On the basis of that theory and that fact. we Si\ that even thouy 
we apply these waters to irrigation upstream, it will again eventually 
find its way back into the river and go on down this river—it looks 
from the map as if you are going uphill but you are going down to 
the sea here in the upper portion—and will be available for you peo 
ple down below. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt my warm pe 
sonal friend and professional friend of many years to ask a questio! 
on the subject matter of the water disappearing and coming out into 
the channel of the Snake River many miles below. 

I wonder if you would tell the committee, please, in your own lan 
cuage about the Lost River, of which I am sure you have heard. 

Mr. Hotpen. We have a river here which is quite a phenomenon. 
We eall it the Lost River area. You gentlemen who are on the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy will know that vou have this reacto1 
area established out in the Lost River area of Idaho. Our mutual 
friend Mr. Chairman, Walter Brummett, is working. or was working 
out inthat area. It hes about 35 or 40 miles west of Idaho Falls and 
reaches through this area in here | indicating |. We have what we 
call the Little Lost River and the Big Lost River, which are sizable 
streams at their source up in these areas, and they come down and the 
water just ee ars, it just vanishes. 

One of the big problems in the selection of the site of the Atomik 
Energy Commission's location in Idsho for its operation offices was: 
Would there be adequate water for the operation of these reactors / 

I was here at some of those committee hearings. I have friends 
associated with that project. They made vast studies and found that 
because of the waters from the Lost Rivers and this great underground 
reservoir which is replenished from our upper watershed region, 
there was amy le water even though there was no large river system 
in that area. 

The Government, in its good judgment and wisdom, has seen fit to 
spend many millions of dollars out in that area, relying upon our 
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lereround system of water, which is recharged by this watershed 
be 

senator ANDERSON. And it is about to spend sole more millions. 

\ir. Hotpen. We are glad to hear that. 

\iembers of the committee, this map Is not in correct proportions, 
Palisades Reservoir would be in this area at the point I am indi 
ng here, at a point inland in Idaho about 20 miles from the Wyo 


' ug border. That reservoir, we are proud to say, is a multiple 
rpose reservoir, and it w: as made ] ossible through the ¢ congress yon 
with our re presentatives here } i making a Federal appropriation 
that much-needed reservoir in our upper stream area. It has an 


rall cost of about $76 million. It has a storage capacity of 1,400, 
acre-feet of water. with a live storage capacity of 1,200,000 acre 

et of water. 

This water was made available as a result of an act which was 
ated under the Federal reclamation laws. Not under the consti- 
onal authority of Congress, but under the Reclamation Act, the 

iters of this reservoir were made available to the water users up in 

s area and clear down in the lower Magic Valley area as supple 

ental water for lands already under irrigation. 

Phere is one new project of possibly 10,000 or 20,000 acres here, 
ch we call the Michaud Flats, for which an arrangement has been 

for an exchange of water with the Indians on the Fort Hall 
lndian Reservation; to me the waters of the Palisades on that project. 

Senator Anprerson. Could you stop there and explain why you 

ferentiate between what the Government. does under constitutional 

powers and what it does under the Reclamation Act? 
Mr. Honpen. I can briefly say this: Under the reclamation laws 
hich were enacted in 1902, as I understand it, the Congress was 
terested in reclaiming the arid land of our country, and the Congress 
proceeding under that law was not acting within the scope, we will 
say, of the commerce clause of the Constitution. I don’t think there 
vere any cases at the time of the adoption of the reclamation laws 
hich designated or held that the Snake River was a navigable stream 
id that the jurisdiction of the Federal Government would apply to 
hat stream. 
Senator ANDERSON. Not being a lawyer, I should like to ask you if 
you think something like the New River decision would change the 
: character of the Snake River in any way / 
Mr. Hotpen. I could check in a hurry here and tell you, but defi- 
| nitely under the Supreme Court decisions, now the Federal Govern- 
ment does have, without any question, control over our navigable 
‘treams. But in operating under the reclamation laws, as I under- 
stand the cases— and I believe the Appalachian case is one of those in 
point— the Federal Government operates on the theory that the States 
: ossess control of the waters within their borders, subject to the 
acknowledged jurisdiction of the United States under the Constitution 
| regard to commerce and the navigation of the waters of the river. 
The point is that navigable waters are subject to national planning 
d control in the broad regulation of commerce granted to the 
Federal Government. 
: [ will touch on that just a little further down when we get into that 
part of the discussion. 
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Senator Anperson. Is not the Federal Government always required 
to operate these within the reclamation laws? 

Mr. Hoipen. Senator, we are concerned over this proposed act, S. 
1333, because I don’t know of a single Federal project, at least in t) 
upper reaches of the river that I am acquainted with, where the Goy- 
ernment. has ever initiated or authorized a project other than under 
the reclamation laws. Where the Government comes in under the 
reclamation law it respects the States rights with reference to thi 
water, and the States rights to the water for consumptive use. It goes 
in on more of an equal footing under the reclamation law than it does 
where it invokes, in the inception of the authorization, the constitu 
tional powers granted to the Congress under the commerce clause. 

In the Palisades Act, you made no mention of authorizing that proj 
ect under the constitutional powers vested in Congress under the com- 
merce clause. Inthe Palisades Reservoir the Government, so to speak, 
with respect to these water rights which are established in the Pal 
sades Reservoir, is the trustee, holding these waters in trust for th 
water users. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. Let us take the provisions of the bill: 

The Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
and maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided in this act 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws. 

[ never heard of the Secretary not being governed by them. 

Mr. Hotpen. Again I have not studied all of these bills, but I do 
know by comparison with the Palisades law, that you did not invoke 
the commerce clause authority. In this ete idl 

Senator ANpDERSON. Have you studied the Palisades ¢ my 

Mr. Horpen. Yes. 

Senator ANperson. What isthe fundamental difference ? 

Mr. Horpen. The fundamental difference is very obvious. It says 
right here: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project 
Idaho, heretofore authorized under the provisions of the Federal reclamation 
law by the pre sentation to the President and the Congress of the report of the 
Secretary of the Interior * * * 

Senator ANpgerson. Do I understand if the language or text of the 
bill is changed to say that it is authorized under the Federal reclama- 
tion law, that will remove your fears ? 

Mr. Horpen. It won’t remove all of them, but it will remove some 
of our basic fears. 

Senator Mruikin. What is the point 4 

Senator ANDERSON. You never will get it. 

Mr. Hotpen. How do you mean, Senator ? 

Senator Minurkr. What isall of thisabout? What are you leading 
to? 

Mr. Hotpen. You mean our fears with respect to our water rights? 

Senator Mrruikrn. Your fears about whether it is under the com- 
merce clause or whether it is under something else. 

Mr. Hotpen. Because where the Congress attempts to control 
river by invoking its constitutional right, it has greater control than 
over the waters of the river than it has where it operates exclusively 
within the reclamation law. 

Let me point this out 
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senator NEI BERGER. Could | ask you one question, Mr. Holden, 

puzzles me. You realize that the upper Colorado Act, which 

sed the Senate very decisively about 2 weeks ago, was authorized 

r the commerce clause, and contains almost word for word the 

same commerce-clause language as in 8S. 1533, and that that bill was 

pported and voted for by the distinguished chairman of this com- 
ttee, by Senator Millikin. by Senator Welker 

Senator WeLker. Wait a minute. Let’s be factual. 

Senator NevuBercer. You did not vote for the upper Colorado bill, 

yf 

Senator WeLker. The record speaks for itself, s 

Senator Neupercer. Lam sorry. I thought you did. 

Senator Dworshak did, if I am not mistaken, and I voted for it. 
Phe majority of the Senate voted for it. 

Do you realize that the upper Colorado bill, which is supported by 

leading advocates of reclamation, such as Senator Watkins and 
enator Millikin and others, contains almost the same commerce- 
lause language as S. 13383 4 
Senator ANDERSON. May I explain to Senator Millikin, this arose 
aa day because of the contention of the first witness that if the 
laho Power Co. built the dam, the people of Idaho would control the 
water: but if the Federal Government built the dam, the Federal] 
rovernment would control the water. I tried to say—not being a 
lawyer, naturally | would rush in where angels might fear to tread 
that I thought the law of the river would govern that. regardless of 
whether the nameplate on the dam read “Idaho Power Co.” or “Gov- 
ernment of the United States.” I did not think it changed the law 
of the river by the name they put on it or the name of the agency which 
Hult 1. 

Phat is what is involvedinthis. The farmers believe that they have 
ereater rights and greater control over the water if the Idaho Power 
Co. builds the dam than if the Federal Government does, and they 
said they were so advised by an eminent lawyer from California. 

I am hopeful that they will have the lawyer come here and tell us 
under what construction of the law that is true. 

We are taking a little advantage of Mr. Holden. because he did not 
advance this theory, but he is a reputable citizen out ns ‘re, [ happen to 
know, and a good lawyer, and re presenta these people. I thought if 
he could tell us the basis of their fears, it would be useful. 

I do not get the distinction between the things which are authorized 
under the commerce-clause when it says the Secretary must operate 
them under the reclamation laws, and those things that are author 
ized under the reclamation laws without reference to the commerce 

ause. It isa distinction that I do not get. 

Mr. Hotpen. Mr. Chairman, while the law is well established, I 
think, vet there is considerable confusion in the evolution of the law 
through court decisions which is perhaps trving to work out a basi 
river policy. I hope some day we can clarify it. 

Senator Neuberger, I realize that may be so over on the Colorado 
project. TI don’t know the basis for the voting by these Senators, ex 
cept that I am informed that that is a multipurpose project. which does 
expressly provide for reclamation, and if those States are in favor of 

_if the States themselves want Gove ‘rnment control and regulation 
u nder the Commerce Clause, then I certainly think there is merit in 

e Congress doing that. 
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Senator Neupercer. Mr. Holden, you used that language in Po 
land when you said “the States themselves.” What do you mean b) 
State being in favor of something ¢ 
Mr. Hotpen. The basic proposition, as I understand it, is this: The 
(‘ongress has the right to control navigable streams. If you do not 
exercise that right, then those streams are subject to and are co) 
trolled and operated in accordance with State law. That, I think, 
the basic difference. So if a State has no objection— 
Senator NeuBpercer. When you say a “State,” what do you mea: 
Do you mean all the peop le? Do you mean the Governor? Do vo 
mean the private industries there / What do you mean by the “State”? 
How can the State have no objection or have objection ? 
Mr. Houpen. Senator, I may be using that language loosely, a 
I don’t intend it as such. I know it is difficult to get a complete ex 
pression of all the people unless vou did submit it by referendum 
the people of the State. But I was referring to elective officials of 
the State who are charged with the responsibility of looking after t} 
welfare of the State and its benefits, and I am speaking of the publ 
opinion as expressed by the Governor of a State or by its Senat« 
and its Repres ntatives in Congress. I think that is the only way 
could refer to it, without a referendum. 
Senator Nevsercer. I want to say one thine for the record, so th 
is on record, when you speak about opinion. In the State I represent 
my wife, who is a member of the legislature, put a bill in the legisla 
ture 2 weeks ago for a referendum in that State on this great issue 
hich has so stirred the Northwest for the past 7 or 8 years, and the 
ery people who take your side of this question are the ones whi 
oppose a referendum at the polls by the people of the State of Orego: 


} 
t 


on this issue. 

Mr. Hotpen. That may beso. I don’t know whether they are correct 
mn that or not. 

Senator Anprerson. May I raise this question? Senator Milliki 
and I live in States which adjoin. The source of the Rio Grande is i 
his State and most of the utilization of the waters is In the States of 
T Xas and New Mex Ico, We constructed a dam f for the CONSErVAaCY 


district in which I happen to be located. done by a State organizatior 
lam trying to find out if mv position asa farmer under that project 
would have been changed in any wavy if the Federal rebated had 


happened to construct that di am or if they constructed a so-called State 
line dam which was built just over the ‘line in Colorado. Would ow 
position as water users have been changed in the shghtest by batt 

Mr. Houpen. It could be through legislation on the part of t 
Congress in which it exercised control over the river, which would be 
in opposition to or contrary to the rights which exist under your State 
water laws. Congress has that power if it chooses to exercise it in the 
control of navigable streams. 

Senator Anprerson. All over the country we have these irrigation 
projects, and they are all administered with due reference to the 
water laws of the various States. The Senator from Utah was in 
here with a water bill for a project in his State a while back, the 
Weaver Basin project. We passed it. He is now a staunch advocate of 
the upper Colorado Basin bill. I cannot believe that his interest in 
the use of water is a particle different. It is the same interest, the 
protection of his people and trying to get water supplies. 
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| am trying to get you to tell me why the people who live in Idaho 

Ty that there will be a different type of water control if - 7” ‘ederal 
(government builds a high dam than if the Idaho Power . builds 
three other dams. 

Mir. Hotpen. L want to bring up another point, but in connection 
that I might say to Senator Jackson and Senator Millikin and the 

ers who have come in, I don’t profess to be a constitutional lawyer. 
| practice law out in Idaho. I have never been involved in any inter- 
e litigation in volving water rights. But in connection with that 
project, IT can merely say that it is my understanding of the law 
t the Federal Power Act requires the licensee to establish its power 
ohit —— State law. 
Phe Federal Government has control over the issuance of a license 
ler the , ‘ederal Power Act to any nonpublic body. But up to that 
t. as I understand it, the I Feder: il Government has not sought to 
se any control over the water of the stream other than to deter- 
whether or not it 1s In the best sens 5 of the public to have such 
cense issued. If the license is issued, as I understand the law 
f lam incorrect, I certainly don’t at ed lly try to mislead any- 
but if the Government doesn’ t exercise control be yond that, the n 
power company or the nonpublic operating body would then oper- 
ts plant or utili itv in conformance with the State law. 

()f course, even so, there are circumstances under which the Federal 

Government might‘later come in and impose its authority nasihie the 
e Clause: but until it does, under the law as I understand the 
t would then be operating this plant in conformity with State law. 
Senator ANDERSON. Let me ask you this question. Does this bill not 
de. as have all the rest of ‘the bills, that the project must be 
ited under the Federal reclamation law / The Federal reclama 

w is pretty clear on that. It says: 

Nothing in this act shall be construed as affecting or intended to affect or in 
vay interfere with the laws of any State or territory pertaining to the control, 
priation, use, or distribution of water used in irrigation or any vested right 

ed thereunder, and the Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provi 

this act shall proceed in conformity with such laws, and nothing herein 
in any way affect any right of any State or the Federal Government or of 
andowner 

(i SO forth 

Our bill says exactly the same thing: 

rhe operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 

th present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial 

onsumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of 
upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 


[ read you this language a moment ago where the Secretary, in 


operating it, has to operate it under the provisions of the reclamation 


! am trying to find out how in any way that can be changed. We 
| the testimony from a farmer, the head of an organization, yes- 


it 


terday that he voted for a resolution which he presented because he 


feels that Idaho controls the water, whereas if the Federal Govern- 

ent built the dam the Federal Government would control the water 
I want to know how it controls it except in accordance with the 

ery same principles which would be followed if the Idaho Power Co. 
lt the dam. This isa question which I do not think exists. 
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Mr. Hotpen. I know this committee is sponsoring this matter 
good faith. I do not question that this bill has been drawn looking 
to the water-right interests of the people of our State. I wish that 
in the drafting or enactment of the bill that would be the final word 
Unfortunately, the courts interpret these acts of Congress. 

It is my opinion 

Senator Jackson. The rule of constitutional law that applies i: 
this case, I take it, is that in that area where the Federal Government 
has not occupied the field, the States can act. There are several suc] 
areas. There are certain areas where, even though the Federal Go) 
ernment does not occupy the field, the States cannot act. Is that 
not true? 

Mr. Hontpen. There could be some. 

Senator Jackson. As a lawyer you know that is true. There ar 
certain areas under the Constitution where, even if the Congress does 
not act, the States cannot occupy the field. 

So aha you are saying is that under the Commerce clause, th: 
States can occupy all areas which the Federal Government has not 
onmeied by specific acts of Congress. Perhaps you are right and 
perhaps you are not. I am not so sure. I would not want to bi 

‘ategorical about that. 

What you are saying here is that if these three small dams ar 
built by Idaho Power Co. they will be subject to State law. We 
this bill have turned around and, as much as within our authority, 
said that the State law will apply in the administration of the water 

You know that enough water will have to be made available 
those 3 small dams so that Idaho Power can operate those 3 smal 
dams efficiently. You do not think that the lawyers up on Wal! 
Street are going to sell their bonds if there is some gimmick by 
which the water users up above can take all the water away fron 
them so they cannot operate their turbines / 

Mr. Horpen. I say, Senator Jackson, that any nonpublic organ 
zation that goes in and attempts to build a power structure does si 
at its own peril and risk, provided it gets the necessary licenses. If 
they misjudge the amount of water which is available at their site, 
they do it at their own peril, and that is wherein they have to rely o1 
expert advice from engineers. 

Senator Jackson. Yes; but I take it the doctrine you are advo 
cating is not a question of whether there is enough water, but the 
water users up above, present and future, can take whatever is 
necessary for their use under Idaho State law. There has to he 
enough water even after that to supply the turbines. No financial 
house would buy their bonds otherwise. Do you not agree on that? 

Mr. Hotpen. I agree generally with what you have in mind, and I 
don’t think you disagree with my statement. 

Senator Jackson. But let us get that clear. How are they going 
to finance this project if they are not going to be able to get enough 
water to turn the generators 

Mr. Hotpren. Say they bi 11d a powerplant ona nonna igable strea 
how are the sv going to sell their bonds? That is the test. 

Senator JACKSON , Can you find a nonnavigable stream under t 
definition given to it by the Semen ourt ¢ 

[r. Hotpen. It would be conceivable. I don’t recall any. 
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Senator JAcKson. [low much power would it turn out 4 

\ir. HoLDEN. Senator 
Senator Jackson. You know that that is pure fiction. 

Mr. Honpen. It may be fiction, but there may be such. I don't 

ow that there are not such. 

Senator Jackson. Let’s stick to specifics. Can you name a power 

yyect in the Northwest which has escaped the requirement of 

ense from the Federal Power Commission 4 
Mr. Hiotpen. My knowledge with reference to power projects in the 
Northwest, unfortunately, is limited and I don’t know. 

Senator Jackson, How long have you lived there 4 

Mr. Horpen, I have lived in Idaho all my life. 

Senator Nevpercer. Forget the Northwest. What about just the 
state of Idaho? 

Mr. Honpen. I don't know of any specific case wherein there isn't 

— license involved. Are there any’ Does anybody know of 

y in Idaho? I assume that there is none, under the law defining 

anak le streams. 

Senator, do you disagree with the statement that where a nonpublic 
ody is issued a Federal power license, in the absence of any other 
xercise of control by the Congress through legislation, it has to oper- 
ite its plant in conformity with State law ? 

Senator Jackson. Of course, it all depends—wait a minute. Don’t 
imp at conclusions. I'am not so sure that under the Federal Power 
\ct the Federal Power Commission cannot impose certain conditions 

the license that they must see to it that they maintain, for instance, 

enough water in the dam at certain times when the *y are under flood 
onditions. The Corps of Engineers has certain authority in that 
regard which exists today. 

For instance, before they can get final approval they have to get 
ipproval from the Corps of Engineers as to matters relating to flood 
mtrol and navigation on the Snake River. That must be given in 
idition to the Federal power license. 

Mr. Houpen. Let me point out this one case which you are all 

familiar with—— 

Senator Jackson. Let me finish this point before you go on to that. 
If you say that the States can act in this field if Congress has not 
cted, is it not clear that we can certainly give to the State of Idaho 
ul the people who live in the State of Idaho by act of Congress full 

protection as to their water rights? I just want to get your 
easoning. 

Mr. Houipen. I was looking at a case in my notes, will you restate 
our question 

Senator JACKSON. | say, is it not possible for the Congress to give 
o the people of Idaho who have water rights affected by this bill, 
ill protection and make State law applicable, if you say that the 
octrine which applies in this case is one which permits legislation by 


‘ongress ¢ 


ppreciate that. There is a question in my mind whether you can 
o it under the present dr: afting of this bill. We don’t want to have 

» be put to the legal test. Under this law, Congress first is acting 
ie the commerce clause. Then you come along with section 2. 
vhich certainly tries to protect our existing and future water rights. 


-- A ign 


Mr. Houtpen. I know you are attem pting to do it, and we certainly 
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But under the Gerlach case, I wonder if, where vou are exercisi 
authorization under the commerce clause, you can then constit 

tionally take away some of that power within the same bill. 

Senator Jac KSON. You know why the commerce clause is referre 
to. It is the constitutional peg on which the Congress has to ha 
its hat. 

Mr. Hoipen. I know it is but as I pointed out previously, the Pal 
sades project was authorized under the Reclamation Act. 

Senator Jackson. It isthe same language that we have 

Mr. Hotpen. No. 

Senator Jackson. Wait a minute. The language in this bill 

ame as in the | ‘pper ( ‘olor ado project. 

Mr. Hotpen. It may be. Iam sorry. 

Senator Jackson. You answer the questions. You are jump 
around here. 

Mr. Hontpren. I don’t intend to, and I want to be very courteous t; 
the committee. I cert: ainly apologize. 

Senator JACKSON. You are here asa lawver for these people. What 

nd of ae s ed ame aceeiel do you suggest to protect the water} ig] t 
of the people of *Tdaho / 

Mr. Houpren. In connection with the water rights problem 

i not a constitutional lawyer we place 

Senator Jackson. You know something about water rights. 

Mr. Hotpen. Place considerable stock in the 

Senator JAcKSON. You represent these people. 

Mr. Hotpen. Not in interstate matters. 

Place considerable stock 

Senator Jackson. I would be studying a little bit on it. 

Mir. Hotpen. Lam trying to. 

We place considerable stock in the opinion which Mr. Frank 
Fasen of the American Law Division of the Library of Congress, 
ibmitted to Represent: itive Budge. I don’t go so far as to try to 
recommend any constitution: al amendment which would take from the 
Congress the power to exercise its control over navigable streams under 
the commerce cl: Use. But possibly—and I merely make this as a sug 
vestion—this constitutional amendment would have to be such as to 
redefine the powers of the Congress over navigable streams and vest 
beneficial consumptive use to these waters in the States. Then we 
would have, I think, some real protection, and we would have better 
protection if this authorization were not enacted until after the rati- 
fication of the Columbia River interstate compact by all the parties 
coneerned. 

Senator Jackson. Are you saying that it would take an amend 

t tothe Constitution to deal with this situation ? 

"ie Hoipen. I say if you were going to absolutely safeguard the 
issue, because if Congress can pass a law, it can repeal a law. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Holden, the power to tax is the power to 
detroy. We can turn around tomorrow and pass a 100 percent income 
tax law, if that is what you are worried about. 

Mr. Hotpen. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. What kind of guarantees do you want? Do you 
want one written in here that we are not going to be in a war with 
Russia, too ? 


Mr. Houpen. No. 
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Senator JACKSON. It is just as absurd, because Congress 
Mr. Honpen. It isn’t absurd to us. I wish to make it clear that 
im here only to try to appeal to this committee, in the consideration 
this bill, to have the C ongress consider some of our wishes with 
ference to an upstream development when it exercises the authority 
t does have over the control of our nav igable streams. That is basic. 
Senator Anprrson. Mr. Holden, my interest is from this stand- 
Ss We are going to have coming before the Congress during this 
sion, | hope, a number of bills pertaining to the development of 
water resources of the West. We have the Upper Colorado bill 
ch has come to the Congress and which depends upon the com- 
erce clause, as you say, but still recognizes the reclamation laws of 
States. 
| do not believe that a single member of this committee or a Member 
the Congress was derelict in his duty to the people of his State 
he allowed that to happen. That is the only way it ever will 
protected. 
hope soon the Congress will pass the Fryingpan-Arkansas project 
the Colorado. ] see ho objection | Vv the peop ble of ( ‘olor: ado be- 
se the Federal Government may enter into that picture to some 
tent and spend some money in there. It will be followed perhaps 
some other projects. 
The Trinity Dam bill in California is coming up soon. We have 
ole host. including this one here. 
If we have all overlooked something in these laws, I would like 
have it pointed out tome. Ido not see what the danger is, as lo: 
there is provision in the bill that it has to be operated under the 
lamation laws. 
Mr. Hotpen. The only thing is, when you enact this legislation 
don’t know who is going to attempt to invoke these authorities 
who is going to try to test the meaning of the Congress. It 
sults, of course, in a lot of litigation, which is the only thing which 
n be done, to have it determined by the courts. 
We want to escape that if we can, and try to work something out 
ere, a program where We are going to be safe and still not have the 
Congress come in and invoke its authori ity in the exercising of control 
of the river in a way which could open the door for an interference 
ith ourt established rights under State law. 
Senator Anprerson. In the statement Mr. Cooper inade the other 
day, he had this language: 
We are not impressed by these efforts to reassure irrigators that irrigation 
ater rights secured under State law will be protected under S. 1333 and other 
mnilar bills. 
I think they are. He says: 


There is no question but that the Federal Government now holds under the 
(‘onstitution a paramount right to all the waters of the Snake River and its 
tributaries. 

I challenge that. I don’t think the Federal Government does have 
| paramount right. 

Mr. Horpen. I think that language may have been used inadvisedly, 
and too broad in scope. What the Congress does have is the right to 
ontrol. I don’t think all of the people out there are frightened be- 
cause of just that language. I will tell you what frightens them. 
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Senator ANDERSON. I wish you would. 

Mr. Hovpen. It is a practical matter. They irrigate these lands, 
They know when the water is stored upstream and we get our maxi- 
mum development, the water upstream is going to run downstream 
where they will have an opportunity to divert it and to use it on their 
land. They cannot see the wisdom of storing water aan 
before we get maximum storage and development of our w: itershed 
area upstream, because they are fearful, and they are fearful in good 
conscience, that when you store or have a reservoir which will impound 
4,800,000-and-some-odd acre-feet of water at Hells C anyon Dam, in 
those dry years which we have had, when that reservoir may not fill, 
that then the Congress could invoke its r ight in the control of the river 
under the commerce clause to compel the water to be released. 

Why? To operate the power generators downstream. 

I don’t want to be unduly alarmed, but I am fearful in my own 
mind when you build a half billion dollar project which, in dollars, 
cccording to some methods of calculation which I think are sound, 
is double the amount of the value of our irrigated land down here. 
We produce many tens and tens of millions of dollars in farm produce 
each year and pay to a Federal Government from our State about 
$120 million annually, but we are still concerned that the great popu- 
lation centers in the Northwest and the demands for power down 
there are such that the Congress, through the pressure of those people, 
could come in under the commerce clause and say, “We have to get 
another million acre-feet of water at high Hells Canyon Dam so we 
can have sufficient power head to make that a profitable operation.” 

Senator JAcKson. Idaho Power is going to store water. They are 
toring over a million acre-feet. What difference does it make 
whether— 

Mr. Honpen. Because we go back that they are operating subject 
to State law unless you come in and invoke some authority to the 
contrary. That is sound, Senator. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is where we part company. 

Mr. Hoxipen. I would like an opinion from the Attorney General 
on that. 

Senator Jackson. Idaho Power Co. will not invest the amount of 
money nor can they get the financing for it unless they can show they 
can get the water for it. That is as elementary as anything can be. 

Senator Anprerson. Did you say you had an opinion from the 
Attorney General ? 

Mr. Houpen. No. TI said I would like to have one on that point, 
because I think that is the basic law. I am not worried about the 
lawyer from California. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Cooper was. He said some eminent lawyer 
told him that was so. I never encountered the doctrine before. 1 
have not been on this aes too long, but I have been in water 
matters and the formation of a conservancy district for 30 years. 
This is the first time I have ever ‘taal that the law of the river does 
not apply, that the nameplate on the dam determines who can and 
who cannot release water. 

(‘an you find such a case 

Mr. Hotpen. Of course, there are cases. 

Senator ANDERSON. Cite me one. 


/ 
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Mr. Houpen. All right. There are cases here that the Federal 
ower Act requires a licensee to establish its power right under the 
state law. We refer here to the public agent. If the Government 
ook over projects—this is on a different point. 

Senator ANDERSON. Cite me one case where the Court decided that 
he name tag on there, whether a power company or the Government 
f the United States, changed the law of the r iver just one. 

Mr. Hotpen. [ am not saying and I haven’t said that the law of the 

ver is changed. The law of the river is the same. There is some 

iestion what it is, but until Congress invokes its authority and 
xercises its control, then there are cases to show that the nonpublic 
gency operates under State law. 

Senator Jackson, Mr. Holden, there are a lot of things which can 

done, even under the Federal Power Act, by the Federal Govern- 
ent. Section 16 provides: 

That when in the opinion of the President of the United States, evidenced by 

written order addressed to the holder of any license hereunder, the safetv of 
he United States demands it, the United States shall have the right to enter 
ipon and take possession of any project or part thereof, constructed, maintained, 

operated under said license, for the purpose of manufacturing nitrates, ex- 
sives, or munitions of war, or for any other purpose involving the safety of 
he United States, to retain possession, management, and control thereof for 

h length of time as may appear to the President to be necessary to accomplish 

d purpose, 


Under that power they could go in with the three low dams and 


mediate ly P lace a demand on the water rights in that area. They 
ld do that right now if they needed more power for airplane plants 


the Northwest. 

Mr. Hotpen. That is right, Senator. All you have to do is invoke 

tat authority and you car do it, and it could be done. 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you this one question. I respect your 
position. There is nothing personal in my remarks. I do not want 
vou to misunderstand me. Here is the thing I do not understand about 
your position. 

You say that under the Federal Power Act, permission can be given 
n the license for the licensee, whether it is a public utility or a private 
utility, to respect and operate under State water law, all State law. 

Do you mean to say that it follows from that that the Congress can- 
not insist in a given project, that in the operation of that Federal 
project we cannot require that project to be operated subject to State 
law ? 

Mr. Hoipen. No, sir. I have never said that. 

Senator Jackson. That is what we are trying to do in this bill, t 
protect it. 

Mr. Hotpen. I have never said that. 

Senator Jackson. I thought you said it required a constitutional 
amendment. 

Mr. Hotpen. No, I didn’t say that and I don’t intend to say it. I say 
that right now the Congress, under its constitutional authority under 
the state of facts, can at any time invoke authority for the control of 
the river and could compel, in my opinion—it may require legislative 
enactment, but under the Constitution, even if there is a nonpublic 
plant on the river, it can compel the waters to flow down to generate 
those turbines, 
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Senator Jackson. Just a minute, Mr. Holden. Would you not agree 
that right now, under existing law, for instance, the Corps of Engi 
neers in the event of a flood situation could require that the reservoir 
at any private dams that might be on the Snake River be filled and 
held and maintained in a certain position / 

Mr. Hotpen. There are vast powers under the general welfare clause. 

Senator Jackson. I think they have under existing law. 

Mr. Horpen. They do under certain existing law with reference to 
national emergenc ies. There are other instances when it would no 
doubt require legislative enactment, too. 

Senator JackscNn. I may be in error on this, but I am sure that in 
connection with virtually every Federal license which has _ been 
anny to a private or local public utility, power is reserved in the 

Corps of Engineers to control the floodwaters in those dams from time 
to time in order to avert emergency. I know it is true in my case, 
where Seattle City Light has several big dams. The release of their 
waters during flood season is all controlled by the Corps of Engineers. 
[t is commonsense. 

Mr. Hotpen. Could I quote from this one case, the Circuit Court of 
Appeals, with reference to the Federal Power Act. 

The act is purely a regulatory measure. A Federal license 


is not an original 
grant of authority, but is permission to use a State’s grant of authority. 


They would then operate under that. 

Senator Jackson. It is nothing but a license. At the end of 50 years 
the Government can take the dam and pay for it 
Mr. Hoipen. We are not in conflict with reference to the one prin- 
ciple. 

Senator Jackson. What we are trying to do here is to protect the 
water rights of the people in the area. I think it would be helpful to 
the committee to have any suggestions from you as to any additional 
amendments other than that which is in the bill, to protect the water 
rights of the people of Idaho. 

Mr. Hotpen. The thing that causes concern is the Gerlach case. I 
am going back now to the proposition that our projects up in our area 
have been authorized under the Reclamation Act and not by the Con- 
gress invoking its constitutional authority. In that case the court 
said the Government had elected to establish water rights for a Fed- 
eral project under State law. The Supreme Court held in that case 
that, notwithstanding the power that the United States might have 
because the project related to a navigable stream, the United States 
was in fact limited as to existing rights established under State law. 

There the Government elected to proceed and establish its rights 
under State law, and the Supreme Court held in that case that, having 
made the election, it could not then come in and assert its other 
authority. 

Senator Jackson. But you do not have any case where the com- 


merce clause was involved that the same doctrine does not apply. do 
you ¢ 


Mr. Horpen. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. What case do you have? 

Mr. Hoxipen. Not a case that I can refer to offhand, but I think there 
would be a legal problem arise where the Congress authorizes legisla- 
tion and exercises its constitutional authority, and then in the same 
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tries to take away some of that constitutional authority; that, the 
ngress having elected to proceed in the exercise of the commerce 
use, it would be unconstitutional in that particular act then to try 
deprive itself of that constitutional right. 
enator Jackson. The fallacy of that argument is that you said 

e State law applies insofar as the commerce clause, to the extent 

it Congress has not occupied the field. There is a clear constitu- 

nal doctrine which applies in certain areas, that if Congress had not 
ipied the field the State can—for instance, the handling of liquor 
railroads in interstate commerce, and so on. There is a series of 
es on that. . If that doctrine applies and Congress has not occupied 
field, by your own argument it is very clear that the State law 
uld apply. J am using your own argument. 

Mr. Hotpen. No, you aren’t exactly. 

Senator JAcKson, I am not? 

\ir. Hotpen. You have already asserted your Congressional right 

this bill under the commerce clause. 

Senator Jackson. Yes, but all we have done is to say that this bill 

ing authorized pursuant to the commerce clause. We have not 
cupied all the field; only to the extent of building it. And then 
have said in there opal all the water rights of the people in that 
irea shall be protected in accordance with State law. 
so Congress by that oan act has declined to occupy that area 
at is as specific as anything can be. 

Mr. Hotpen. I wish I were certain that that was the law. 

Senator Jackson. I agree with you. Your argument should be, 

might suggest, if you wish to argue it the other way, that if it is 

exclusive commerce func tion, the Congress then of course cannot 
delegate a constitutional right away to a State. That is very clear. 
If it is an area under the commerce clause where only Congress can 
act and, even though Congress does not act, the States cannot. act, 
very clearly then Congress cannot delegate any rights away which 
ive absolute under the Constitution. That is the argument you ought 
to make. 

Mr. Hoipen. I am concerned, Senator Jackson and members of the 
committee, with this part of the bill, too: While the general authoriza- 
tion is in terms of the exercise of the constitutional power, later the 
bill goes on to state that you are going to operate under the reclama- 
tion laws. I wish I knew whether or not that can be done. As I 
say, we don’t want to have to test that out. 

Senator Jackson. Why do you not help us by suggesting amend- 
ments ¢ 

Mr. Hotpen. I am going to try, if I can. I have not been in this 
very long, but I am going to give it some more time. I have been 
giving it a lot of time this week. 

Senator Jackson. I have been considering it 15 years, but this is 
a very elementary principle. 

Mr. Hoven. It says the reclamation laws will be used in the oper- 
ation of this project except as herein otherwise provided, but there 
is no other exception. The only thing is the authorization under the 
constitutional provision, and there is one of the major points which 
causes great concern. 
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I am going to check into it further, and I certainly assure you of 
ny cood faith if I can come up with any suggestion in the language 
which would help, I will certainly do it. 

Senator Jackson. I have to leave to go to the Atomic Energy Com 
mittee meeting. I want to suggest this: If your legal theory is sound, 
then all the water rights of the people in the upper Colorado River 
project, just approve d, are in jeopardy, and a multitude of other 
irrigation projects throughout the United States, likewise. 

Senator Watrxktns. You understand, of course, you do not have a 
law of the river. We have the compacts on the river, and you do 
not have them. 

Mr. Honpen. I mentioned previously, Senator Watkins, that we 
would feel better if the Congress would withhold the authorization 
or enactment of this bill into law w after the Columbia River 
compact, which they spent some 214 years trying to formulate, had 
been app roved by all the States concern bee 

Senator Jackson. You know you are not going to get it. 

Mr. Houpen. I don't ee “Washington hasn’t yet, but Idaho 
has, and we are acting in good faith. 

Senator Jackson. May I[ call to your attention, with a Republican 
legislature they rejected it, and with a Democrat legislature they 
rejected it. There is just no hope in our State of getting approval. 

Senator Neurercer. And the Republican legislature of Oregon 
rejected it. 

Mr. Hotpen. The Republican legislature of Idaho passed it, and 
we are acting in good faith on the matter. 

Senator Jackson. If we are going to wait for that compact, then 
we might as well start now as a year or two later. 

Senator Watkins. Do you think you have a law of the river there 

vet until you do have the compact for the division of the water? We 
refer to the law of the river on the Colorado as set up by the 1922 com- 
pact. between the 7 States, and the upper Colorado River compact 
between the 4 or 5 States upstream. 

Senator JAcKkson, Senator Watkins, my theory is, if this is an area 
which is under the commerce clause in which we can legislate, not one 
of the exclusive areas, and in the absence of Federal laws the State lav 
applies, if that doctrine is sound, clearly we have authority under the 
Constitution to define the water property rights in that area and to 
protect all water rights in that area. It follows logically. 

It seems to me that regardless of a compact, Congress can stipulate 
that the people who have water rights along the Snake River shall be 
protected in accordance with the provisions of the State law. That 
is my only point. 

Senator Watxrns. If you have a number of States there, which 
State law ? 

Senator Jackson. I am talking about as it applies now. They are 
in the same situation. People downstream can come in and assert 
their water rights, too, in another State. 

Senator WatTkrns. Let me point out a precedent to you on this 
matter. 

Senator Jackson. Then you are going to get into Federal court. 

Senator Warxrns. On the Colorado, for instance, since you have 
been referring to it, before the Boulder Canyon Act was passed they 
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to have a compact between the States on the Colorado River, 
(sa matter of policy y they just would not go ahead with the authoriza- 
| of the project until they did have a compact. 1 do not know just 
what weight that would have in a consideration of this kind, but the 
‘basin States insisted that they have a compact and agreement 
those waters before the -y could build that dam. 

[hat is what we got. Before we started to get anywhere in the 

thorization of the upper Colorado storage project, we had to have 

division of the waters of the upper Colorado between the upper 
isin States. 

So we have two compacts on that river. Whether that is a prece 

which we would have to follow or not, Il am not saying. I am 
erely calling your atte ntion that there is a difference between your 
ver where you have no compact, and our river where we do have 
ompacts., 

Senator Jackson. It is practically impossible to get a compact. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you consider that a compact on the Colum- 

a River is superfluous or unnecessary / 

Senator Jackson. I am not saying that, Henry. I am not talking 

bout that. I think it is very clear that you are not going to get such 
ompact approved. 

Senator DworsHak. Why not? 

Senator Jackson. Because our people feel that it is not the right 

iy to approach it, and that is a bipartisan feeling. 

Senator DworsuaK. What is the proper way ¢ 

Senator Jackson. I think the proper way is the Federal develop- 
ment of these dams on the main stream of the river. 

Senator DworsHak. In disregard of individual States’ rights? 

Senator JAcKson. Individual State rights ? 

Senator Dworsuak. If you do not have a compact, how are you 
voing to safeguard those rights ¢ 

Senator Jackson. Congress can do it. We can legislate. Why 
ot? We have never had any trouble before out there. We have 
been building all these dams. I do not know of anybody in our area 
being hurt, any State or any area or community. 

Senator Watkins. That is because up to this point you have prob- 
ably had plenty of water, but suppose you do not have a compact and 
you build these big dams and the State law for the consumptive use 
of water eve ntually applies. The States upstream will have the first 
crack at the water. Suppose they go ahead with their applications 
inder the theory the water belongs there as much as it does anywhere 
else, and they are granted the application and the water is diverted, 

id finally you do not have enough to operate your plants downstream, 
you do not have enough to take care of vour irrigation downstream. 
\s long as you have a surplus of water you may be all right; but if 
you ever get to that point, and you may get to the point, where you 
do not have a surplus, at least you will have years where you do not 
have a surplus, then you are in trouble if you do not have some sort 
of agreement, because if the States upstream have the facilities to take 
the water out, they can take it out and practically dry up the river. 

Senator Dworsnak. They can divert the Snake River into Utah. 

Senator Jackson. Of course you cannot do that now. There are 
certain Federal laws that apply which are applicable very clearly. 
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Senator DworsHak. Why can we not do it? 

Senator Jackson. Because the State affected can come in and enjoin 
you from doing it. 

Senator DworsHax. What if Utah and another State enter into 
an agreement. Who is going to stop us¢ 

Senator Jackson. It is elementary. If you are living on a stream 
and you live down below, and the fellow up above turns around and 
diverts it away from you, he is taking your property right away from 
you. The law has not ch: nged. 

Senator Warkins. Why do you not ask the witness some questions 
about that. 

Mr. Hotpen. For the benefit of Senator a I want to point 
out that down here in the lower reaches of the river below Hells Can 
yon there are numerous other proposals of projects as a part of : 
comprehesive lower river development. I cannot see the urgency ne 
trying to push through right now Hells Canyon Dam 8S. 1333, until 
after we have had an opportunity to see whether or not the States 
affected will go ahead and adopt and enter into this compact agree- 
ment. 

This agreement was completed only within the last few months, and 
I understand that the legislatures of the States of Oregon and Wash- 
ington—I don’t know whether it was formally submitted or not, have 
not approved it. I don’t believe it was, from what I have heard. 
= did approve it in its State legislature last session. 

If it is so urgent, why not go down to others of these downstream 
areas at a point which is not quite so controversial as Hells Canyon 
at this stage of the game, and wait until after we people who are 
affected in connection with this problem have had a chance to try 
to resolve our own differences by way of compact. 

Going back to our position w ith reference to proceeding in proper 
fashion with reservoirs in the upstream area, we are right now greatly 
in need of a regulating reservoir just below Palisades Reservoir, which 
will aid materially in the efficient operation of Palisades. It would 
have a power head of about 100 feet, it would generate about 45,000 
kilowatts of electricity, and it would cost about 10 or 12 million dollars. 
This project should be integrated with the Palisades project under the 
reclamation law. 

The Alpine project just over the line in Wyoming: We have a com- 
pact up in that area between the States of Idaho and Wyoming. This 
reservoir site would store about 1 million acre-feet of water, which 
would provide supplemental water for irrigation, water for irrigation 
of new arid lands, several hundred thousand acres of them out here 
indicating on map]|—this area west and south of Idaho Falls. It 
would help recharge the underground flow of water. It would aid 
materially in flood control. It would also help develop power. 

These projects would give us power in the areas in Idaho where 
we actually need some power. We have flood hazards on the Snake 
River in this stretch about 15 miles above Idaho Falls, between the 
Menan and the Heise areas. The Corps of Engineers have stated in no 
uncertain terms that it presents a real flood hazard to the city of Idaho 
Falls because of the nature of the soil and the river channel. The 
river could very easily cut right across our fertile lands [indicating 
on map]. 
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We have flood hazards down in the Idaho Falls area that threaten 
wir own municipally owned electric powerplant. ‘These further stor- 
ge reservoirs upstream would give us flood protection where we feel 

iat it will certainly be of tremendous benefit to our own immediate 
rea, and will at the same time result in flood control benefits down 
below in the lower river area, because the floodwaters would be re 
tained in these reservoirs up here and would not be released until the 
dry summer months of the year. 

Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, I have not been here enough 
to know exactly what testimony has been presented, and I may be 
going into a field which has already been covered. 

I would like to know if the witness 1s acquainted with the water law 
1 his State. 

Mr. Hotpen. In a general way. 

Senator Warkins. Have you had any experience with reclamation 
projects ? 

Mr. Howpen. I have had very little experience, Senator, with ree- 
lamation projects except in relation to the Palisades project, where the 
irrigation companies and irrigation districts entered into agreements 
with the Federal Government, and these agreements have been ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Interior, with respect to the right to 
purchase storage water in Palisades project by these canal companies 
at a stated figure, and which agreements also covered the all-important 
question of the exchange of storage water space in the American 
Falls Reservoir, the Jackson Lake Reservoir, North Fork Reservoir, 
and Palisades Reservoir, so we could get our storage water when we 
want it. 

Senator Watkins. As I understand it, under the law of Idaho you 
have a State reclamation engineer, and the water rights are initiated 
somewhat the same as they are in the other arid Western States; that 
is, originally you had the rule: first in time, first in right to beneficial 
use. Now you have the registration to make applications to the State 
engineer, do you? 

Mr. Hotwen. We still operate under those established rights. 

Senator Watkins. To acquire any new rights 

Mr. Hotpen. You may make a filing with the State engineer. How- 
ever, you can establish rights even “today by using the water and 
establishing a use. 

Senator WaTxrns. Without filing ? 

Mr. Horpen. I think you could, yes, without filing. In fact, we 
are trying to do that right now where we have used it, and where we 
have established our use for a stated period of time, and show that we 
have a right which would be prior in respect to time to some other 
established right. Then we go into court. The court then has the 
final say. We bring an ac tion to quiet title to the use of those waters. 
That court decree can establish that right, which is predicated on use. 

Senator Warkrns. I understand that. We have gone through that 
stage in Utah. Now we have got to the point from here on where 
they have to recognize the State authority. They do not initiate 
rights any more by just going out and putting a dam on a river and 
turning the water out and then acquiring the right by that procedure. 
They have to follow the State procedure. 
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Does the Bureau of Reclamation, in developing these projects for 
consumptive use in the State of Idaho, make filings with the Stat 
engineer / 

Mr. Hoipen. It does. 

Senator Watkins. It makes application / 

Mr. Hoipen. It is my understanding that it does make filings, and 
is subject to our State water law where the Bureau is operating unde 
the Federal Reclamation Act. 

Senator Watkins. That is the only way it can operate, as I unde? 
stand the Bureau of Reclamationn. It is set up under that act. 
it does that, then it is recognizing all of your State laws with respect to 
water. 

Mr. Houpen. It is. 

Senator Watkins. And it applies probably as trustees for the 
beneficiaries, who are the people in the area. 

Mr. Hoipen. You are absolutely right. It holds our water i 
Palisades, and even at Jackson Lake, as trustees for those established 
rights which are in the Government for our water users. 

Senator Watkins. If under the Idaho law all the water of these 
streams is open to appropriation which has not been appropriated: 
is that true ? 

Mr. Howpen. Yes. 

Senator Warkrins. If it is, and you do not have a compact, some- 
time or other if the people in this upper area would make the applica 
tion and put the water to beneficial use, consumptive use, you could 
practically dry up the stream down by Hells Canyon if it was physi- 
cally possib le to do that ? 

Mr. Hoxtpen. Yes. 

Senator Wartxrins. I do not know enough about the State law to 
know. 

Mr. Ho.pen. I think it could be done. 

Senator Watkins. The State law, then, requires whoever takes the 
water out for a consumptive use to make the application and to put 
it to a beneficial use and prove up on that use before the State 
engineer / 

Mr. Hoipen. That is right; they must show it is for beneficial use. 

Senator Watkins. That is the law in Utah, and I understand it is 
similar in Idaho. 

Mr. Hoipen. It has to be applied to beneficial use. 

Senator Warkins. So what you would have is a conflict now be 
tween the consumptive users or the possible consumptive users, and 
the water for nonconsumptive use at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Houipen. Right 

Senator Wartxtns. Neither under the Idaho Power Co. plan nor 
under the reclamation plan for Hells Canyon is the use at that point 
consumptive. 

Mr. Hoitpen. That is correct. 

Senator Warxtins. If under the Idaho law these people apply for 
this water and have applications perhaps now outstanding which 
they have not finally completed, they would have priority back to the 
date of their filing, would the v not, under the law ? 

Mr. Facts n. They would have: ves. 
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Senator Warxktns. They may be prior to even the construction of 
s, and if the State law is recognized, this water could be used con- 
mptively upstream, in the absence of a compact. 

\ir. Hotpen. That is correct. 

Senator Watkins. They could use it, as much as they could get 
out and put to use, under Idaho State law. If this bill recognizes 
that State law, it may say, in effect, that eventually, if it is physic: ally 

- financially possible to take the water out and use it in Idaho, there 

nild not be water at Hells C anyon except at certain times, flood 
seasons. 

Mr. Hotpen. We are in complete accord with that statement. That 
would be the situation. 

Senator Warkrins. I am not well enough acquainted with your 
daho law, and I am just assuming it is somewhat the same as the law 

other Wester n States and my own State. 

Mr. Hotpen. We are concerned in that regard, if the Hells Canyon 
Dam is built and that should prove to be the case, then the Congress 
could come back and repeal section 2 of this act and, acting within 
the scope of its constitutional authority under the commerce clause, 
say—— 

Senator Warkins. Take all this water. 

Mr. Hotpen. Yes; and say “Run the water down for use at the tur- 

nes.” I don’t say it could, but it is a question whether it would 
have the authority to do it. 

Senator Warkrns. But the Idaho Power Co. plan would be subject 
to exactly the same situation. 

Mr. Hotpen. Yes; it would. 

Senator Watkins. The matter of consumptive use. 

Mr. Honpen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Watkins, But if it were built under State law entirely, the 
State law might recognize that first in time, first in right, even there, 
so an industrial use would require that water to go down to the Idaho 
Power Co. if its filings for that purpose preceded these others. 

Mr. Hotpen. It could. In that connection 

Senator Warkins. We have a situation very much like that in Utah 

a stream I am well acquainted with. The power company had an 
‘arly use of water downstream, and it perfected that right. It built 
| powerplant there for a nonconsumptive use. We have been forced 
to let that water go down so they could take the power out of it and 
use it below that particular site. Although it would be of great value 
for consumptive use if we could take it out above, we had either to buy 
that power compeny out or else let the water go down for them because 
they had the first right on the river, to the use of that water for power 
purposes, 

Mr. Hontpen. That is true. In 1928 we passed a constitutional 
umendment in our State which permits placing certain limitations on 
pe issuance of a permit to a power company and the right to the use 

the water. Our courts have not construed that amendment as yet, 
but I do have an opinion from the office of the attorney general of the 
State of Idaho addressed to our Idaho State Reclamation Engineer, 
Mr. Mark Kulp, in which they touch on that question and in which 

» states that the State reclamation engineer in granting and issuing 

permits can impose certain restrictions on a power company. 
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Therefore, we feel that we have some protection, but it has not bee 
adjudicated, 

With the leave of the chairman, I would like to file this letter alon 
with my statement on that point. 

Senator O’MaAnonry (presiding). It may be filed. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


APRIL 1, 1952 
Mr. Mark R. Ku tp, 
State Reclamation Engineer 

Dear Str: Your letter of March 20 requests the opinion of this office as 
whether: 

1. The State may limit the use in a power permit and license to the extent of 
writing into the permit and license a provision restricting the future exercise of 
the right beyond the amount left after depletions due to future irrigation devel 
opment. 

2. If so (would) legislative authority be necessary? 

It is thought that the law is quite well settled to the effect that under our 
constitution the waters of the State are first devoted to domesti¢ use and irriga 
tion purposes. 

The section of our constitution to which your letter refers, article XV, section 
3, was discussed and debated in the constitutional convention at such length that 
it is entirely out of the question to quote the debates here. The final decision of 
the convention, approved by the citizens at the election which followed produced 
the section as it was originally drawn, so that it read as follows: 

“3. The right to divert and appropriate the unappropriated waters of any 
natural stream to beneficial uses shall never be denied. Priority of appropriation 
shall give the better right as between those using the water: but when the 
waters of any natural stream are not sufficient for the service of all those desir- 
ing the use of the same, those using the water for domestic purposes shall 
(subject to such limitations as may be prescribed by law) have the preference 
over those claiming for any other purpose. And those using the water for agri- 
cultural purposes shall have preference over those using the same for manu- 
facturing purposes. And in any organized mining district, those using the 
water for mining purposes, or milling purposes connected with mining, shall 
have preference over those using the same for manufacturing or agricultural 
purposes. But the usage by such subsequent appropriators shall be subject to 
such provisions of law regulating the taking of private property for public and 
private use, as referred to in section 14 of article I of this constitution.” 

The 1927 legislature proposed an amendment which was adopted in the general 
election of 1928, by adding at the close of the first sentence the words, “except 
that the State may regulate and limit the use thereof for power purposes.” 
Otherwise, the section remained the same. The record of that amendment is 
found in the Session Laws of 1929 at page 691. 

The Constitutional Convention proceedings demonstrate that the members 
fully understood that this provision must be made to look to the future. It is 
quite apparent that the conditions suggested by you for incorporation in a 
permit for the use of water for the manufacture of power and designed to 
guarantee and protect domestic and irrigation, and perhaps mining, uses of the 
State waters in the future. Seen in this light the condition would be a practical 
application of the 1928 constitutional amendment above quoted. 

That amendment changed the scope of the earlier phrase, “shall never be 
denied,” as it was theretofore applied to water used for producing power. The 
word “except” makes that plain, and the language which follows that word 
provides not only for regulation, but also for limitation, when application is 
made for permit to use the State waters for power purposes. Prior to the 1928 
amendment there were some decisions of our Supreme Court which we cite 
here,to-wit : Speer v. Stephenson (16 Idaho 707 (1909) ); Montpelier Mill Co. v. 
Montpelier (19 Idaho 212 (1910)): Basinger vy. Taylor (30 Idaho 289 (1917)): 
and Short v. Praisewater (35 Idaho 691 (1922) ). 

There are no decisions in point since the amendment which would answer the 
question which you have submitted. However, we quote Lewis Sutherland 
Statutory Construction, section 351, which would apply just as much to the 
construction of a constitutional provision : 

“The exception of a particular thing from the operation of the general words 
of a statute shows that in the opinion of the lawmaker the thing excepted would 
be within the general words had not the exception been made.” 
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Here, of course, the “lawmaker” was the people of Idaho who adopted the 
endment in 1928, 

Qur Supreme Court has held very clearly that in interpreting a section of 

e Constitution, the language employed must be taken and understood in its 

tural, ordinary, general and popular sense. Bannock County v. Citizens, 

Trust Co. (53 Idaho 159 (1933)). Accordingly, the word “limit” in the 

8 amendment should be given its proper meaning. Again quoting our Court, 

The word ‘limit’ in its very inception carried the idea of ‘extreme boundary’ 
it carries now. As the ancient ‘cowpath’ of the Latins it signified a res 
1am ultra, non.’ ‘beyond which, not’, a definition not yet improved on.” Lane 

Lukens (48 Idaho 517, 523 (1930)). Therefore, the Constitutional amend- 
ut Ba r consideration definitely authorizes the establishment of a right of 

e of the State waters for power purposes within specified “boundaries,” that 
on itations, and it seems clear that the reason for the provision is to recog- 

ze that the rights of use for domestic and irrigation purposes, and possibly 

ining, are first in the waiting like, to use a phrase common in any discus 

m of irrigation. 

There would seem to us to be no valid reason why such a restriction as your 

quiry suggests might not be written into the permit and license, particularly 

uce that restriction would be devoted to the protection of future irrigation 
elopment. Of course, water used for the development of power is still avail- 

e for irrigation purposes; in other words, such use in no way reduces the 

amount of water. But it is conceivable that in some instances the construc- 
tion of the works for the purpose of producing power would interfere with fu 
ire irrigation development by preventing later appropriation and distribution 
the water to irrigable land. It is thought that whether such a result would 
ow would depend upon the physical facts in each instance. 

Your second question as to whether legislative authority would be necessary 
rs a field for speculation. It would probably be helpful in administering 
constitutional grant of power if there existed legislative direction in the 

rm of a statute. However, the case of Speer v. Stephenson, cited supra, goes 

long way in support of the view that your Department already has authority 
incorporate the proposed limiting condition in a power-use permit, and it 
ems quite sure that incorporation of such a condition would not be any usurpa- 

m of judicial power on your part. If such an applicant wished the final word 

our courts on the matter, nothing prevents a court action for the purpose of 
testing your power. However, a statutory provision expressly vesting such au- 
thority in your Department would do away with any argument on the sub 
ject and would seem to us clearly within the legislature’s constitutional power. 

Yours very truly, 
J. R. Smeap, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
(For the Attorney General.) 

Senator Neusercer. May I ask one question? 

Senator Warktins. Could IT follow up for just a moment? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. It is pertinent to what you were bringing 
up, but go ahead. 

Senator Warxkins. Go ahead. 

Senator Neunercer. Are you satisfied now, Mr. Holden, with the 
way the water use is being handled on the Snake River in Idaho? 

Mr. Hotpen. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you have confidence in Mr. Crandall, the 
watermaster on the Snake River ? 

Mr. Honpen. I think he is a man of very high character and reputa- 
tion; an excellent individual. 

Senator Neupercer. Were you here when Mr. Crandall testified be- 
fore this committee, as the watermaster on the Snake River, that there 
was ample water in the Snake River for all possible consumptive use 
upstream and for the absolute maximum storage which would be be- 
hind the Sel tig Federal Hells Canyon Dam ? 

Mr. Hoven. I didn’t understand him to so state. He gave an 
opinion, but he also stated that he -vas going on the theory that there 
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would be withdrawn from Hells Canyon Dam on an annual basis 
million acre-feet of water, and that all water would not be drawn ¢ 
of Hells Canyon annually. 

J think, according to his statement, we would have considerab|k 
cause for concern in the dry years. How often they might occur, | 
don’t know, but we are not going to lk ave much trouble until we get { 
those dry years 

If duri Ing a dry year you were to dep ylete the water in Hells Canyo 
Reservoir and we had 2 or 3 or 4 dry years, then you might not 
have 

Senator Neupercer. This is something I do not understand. M) 
Crandall never got into the legal question. Do I understand that you, 
as a lawyer, are saying to this committee that Mr. Lynn Crandall, the 
watermaster on the Snake River, does not understand the physical 
characteristics of this dam and the possible consumptive demands that 
might be made on the river of which he is watermaster ? 

Mr. Hoxtpen. I am not saying anything with reference to his under 
standing, Senator, of what the legal aspects are. 

Senator Nrupercer. He never got into it. That is what I am say- 
ing. But you, as a lawyer, are saying that he does not understan 
the physical dem: ate Hells Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Hotpen. No: Lamnot. ILThaven’t so testified. 

Senator Watkins. If I can get back to the matter of the water 
rights, do you happen to know how many W ater filings have been made 
with the State engineer for the waters of the Snake River and its trib 
utaries in Idaho which were not completed? In other words, the 
water has not been diverted and it has not been put to beneficial use, 
but the filing is still in good standing. 

Mr. Hoxpren. I do not. I know there will be vast numbers and I 
know, Senator Watkins, that in connection with the underground 
water, which source of supply comes from our watershed area and 
from the Snake River, we are bringing in tens of thousands of acres 
of new land to which we are trying to furnish water from underground 
sources and which does draw on our streamflow and underground 
water supply. 

Senator Warkins. How does this underground water draw on your 
streamflow ? 

Mr. Hoxpen. Because of the porous soil condition of the area. As 
I pointed out earlier in my remarks, we have a couple of rivers out 
here which absolutely disappear, out where the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission facilities are. It pumps all its water, and the AEC knows 
there is a flow of water underneath which may be in an old river 
channel. We know we have a certain amount of water upstream in 
the river and we will divert this water for irrigation, and then, away 
down below on the river we will recover more water than we had 
upstream. 

With respect to this pumping in the underground areas, there are 
numerous filings with our State engineer. We are trying to evolve 
and develop a whole new underground theory of law, and we will 
probably be in for some tough times there with respect to those rights 
over the surface stream rights to the water. There are numerous 
filings. 

Senator Warkrins. Has the State engineer of Idaho been called in 
here to tell us just what the situation is with respect to the water 
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pply upstream and the use of it, and the applic ations which are now 
ile for consumptive use ‘ 
Senator O'Manonry. Let us ask Goodrich. 

Mr. Loneweaver. Mr. Lynn Crandall, watermaster of the river, in 
he e mp Jloy of the State Reclamation Commissioner, who is also dis- 

{ engineer of the ( Geological survey, made a statement here on 
Monday afternoon in wh ich he went into very much detail based on 

20-odd years of experience as watermaster, but he did not go into 
etail as to what the filings were. But he did draw a conclusion 
hich I will give you from the transcript. 

Senator Warxins. In the absence of a compact in which, in effect, 
| suspe nd the right of one State to go ahead against the other, and 
ike prior ap yplications, your State laws probab ly govern up and 
lown this stream. If they do, it will be the first in time and first in 
oht. 
Mir. Hotpen. That is correct. 

Senator WATKINS. Y ou will have a perpetual controversy as to who 
as the water and who hasn't. That is ene reason why we had to have 
ne on the Colorado River, because the lower basin States were in a 

position, because of the topography and the ease with which to get 
the water out, to grab up all the waters of the Colorado River. If 
hey put it to use first, hes probably would have cut us off completely. 

When the Boulder Dam was contemplated, which was intended to 
store water so they could ese and still have a much firmer supply 

a matter of irrigation below, we forced that situation into a com- 

t before they could go ahead vy with the construction of the Boulder 
Ae or the Hoover Dam. That was one of the things which had to be 
lone prior to its construction. 

[f they had not done that, they could have put all the water to use 
ind the users in the mountains of Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, and 
New Mexico, could have taken all the water. That is the reason why 
ompacts are necessary. 

Senator Dworsnak. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Senator 
Watkins a question as to what would happen if over in Wyoming they 
should build a dam and impound a million or 2 million acre-feet of 
water and divert that water on this arid land for reclamation. What 
would happen in the absence of a compact ? 

Senator Warkrns. I think probably they would get away with it, 
f they put it there first. There is a compac t, as I understand, between 
those two States, but you do not have a compact up and down the r iver. 

Mr. Horipen. No, sir, and we need one. We say that this matter 
being rushed along too speedily. We have not had time for thie 
States properly to consider the compact. It was completed only a 
few months ago. 

Senator Watkins. I would like to find out, if anybody knows. if 
ve have in this record—and I think if we have not had, we should 
have and I want it there—the water supply and the record showing 
the runoff of all these various streams, tributaries as well as the main 
stem of the Snake and the Columbia River, to see if we have the water 
supply to ti ake care of all these projects. If you have enough and 
there is not any argument about the quantity of water, if there is 
plenty of w: ater for everybody, then of course a compact is not so 
essential. But if you ever get to the stage or if you are in the stage 
now where the quantity of water is not sufficient to take care of the 
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whole situation, then under those circumstances the compact wou 
be absolutely necessary. 

Mr. Lineweaver. This is the statement of Mr. Crandall, wat 
master witli 25 years of experience | indicating]. 

Senator Ww ATKINS. The record would show it. Unless he gave t! 
details of it, the only evidence would be ~ record showing tli 
number of filings and the amount of water which was contemplate 
to be put into consumptive use under those filings. 

The consumptive use is the main thing I am interested in. Fo 
instance, if they had a regulating reservoir in this area in order to 
regulate the diversions downstream, and also to store water so the: 
would be a regular supply, it might possibly interfere with Hells 
Canyon where a supply is necessary. The witnesses I have hear 

testify so far say that there would alw: ays be ample water, but that 
was just a matter of opinion. There is no record evidence to show 
the flow back over the years, to show exactly what has happened. | 
may be in this report. I have not read the report of the Bureau of 
Reclamation on that situation. 

It is necessary to have the water supply cleared up under the very 
chaotic condition under which you are operating now, without an 
agreements as to the use of the water among the States. 

Mr. Houpen. Mr. Crandall was one of the first to recommend and 
urge, because of the peculiar nature of this terrain, that the flood 
waters of the Snake River be diverted someplace in here [indicating 
on map] and be permitted to spill out in that desert area where they 
would sink into the underground flow and still come out down late: 
in the stream, but which would supply the underground areas her 
for pumping. 

Senator WarTxrins. In the Central Valley of California, I remember, 
there are several situations where they turn the water out on certain 
areas so it will fill the underground storage. That is part of thi 
supply of the project. 

Mr. Howpen. I didn’t know that, Senator. 

Senator Neuspercer. We are aware, Mr. Holden, that Mr. Crandall 
did say when questioned by Senator Dworshak that, “It is my feeling 
that there will be an adequate water supply for the Hells Canyon 
project,” after he went into detail about consumptive use upstream 
and the amount of acre-feet in the reservoir, and so on. T will not 
read all his testimony again, but you are aware that he did say that ’ 

Mr. Hotpen. Whatever the record shows that he testified to, cer 
iainly he must have said. However, it was my recollection that he 
was going on the theory that there would be this drawdown of about 
a million acre-feet out of the high dam area, and that he pointed up, 
too, the problem that might arise in the dry years. But whatever the 
record says as to his testimony, I don’t have it before me. 

Senator Warxkrins. That would be more than a feeling on the part 
of lay witnesses. The record would show how much has been applied 
for and what the system of priorities is, and what possible use Idaho 
has in that area. 

Senator Neusercer. I would not say the watermaster on the Snake 
River was just a lay witness. 
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Senator Warkrns. He would be a lay witness with respect to the 
fective filings, I suspect. If he could qualify—but all he has given 
; so far, as I understand, is the feeling that there is plenty of water 
ere. He does not know that. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Senator, the record shows the flow of the river 

jing back a great many years, which I will see that you are given. 

Senator Warkrys. I want to get the water supply situation and I 

int to know what the filings are in Idaho, because in the absence of 

ompact, that is highly important. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I am not exactly clear whether the amount of 
he filings is in the record, but if it is not, we will see that that is 

laced in the record. 

Senator Warkins. It would be a rather voluminous record, I take 
t, as many tributaries as they have. 

Mr. Lineweaver. We will see if we can get them extracted. 

Senator Neunercer. He referred to over 3 million acre-feet of stor- 
ige in high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Warxkrns. Under this bill as it stands, it makes it subject 
to Idaho State law, and all those filings would have priority over this 
project for the water supply. They might exhaust it if there is not 
enough water. I do not know the situation. Iam only pointing out 
the possibility. 

fam through at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hotpren. Gentlemen, I have concluded. Thank you very much. 

Senator O’Manonry. Thank you very much, Mr. Holden. 

(Mr. Holden’s prepared statement follows :) 

My name is William S. Holden and I live at Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
[ am a lawyer and our firm represents a large number of irrigation 
districts and canal companies in the upper Snake River Valley area 
ibove American Falls Dam. We are not, and never have been, 
attorneys for the Idaho Power Co. 

[ am the general counsel of the upper Snake River Water Users 
Protective Union, an organization composed of some 52 irrigation 
districts and canal companies located in the upper Snake River Valley 
above American Falls Dam. 

[ am here also as spokesman for the Idaho Falls Chamber of Com- 
merce and as an official spokesman of the Committee of Nine which 
s the board of directors, so to speak, of Water District No. 36, which 
water district comprises the irrigated land area on the Snake River 
from the Wyoming line down to Milner Dam where the last major 
diversion is made from the Snake River for irrigation in Idaho. The 
Committee of Nine and Water District No. 36 represent about 114 
nillion acres of irrigated land, all of which receives its water Rooms 
the Snake River and its tributaries. 

This area in Idaho is the heart of her agricultural empire and is the 
home of about 60 percent of the State’s total population. The econ- 
omy of this section of Idaho is geared to and dependent on an irrigated 
farm economy. 

The farmers of this area have long established rights to the use of 


waters of Snake River and its tributaries which go back to a priority 
date in the 1870's. 
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The canal companies, irrigation districts, and communities in th 
great irrigation empire of Idaho are unalterably op pos sed to S. 1333 
which would authorize a high Federal dam at Hells C anyon. In my 
opinion v0 perce nt of the individual water users and farme ‘rs in the 
area are Oppost d to ~ le oislation. ‘These groups for whom I s speak 
see ho logic or reason in pern itting the waters of the Snake River to 
race across Idaho to a stored in a reservoir on the Oregon border too 
far downstream for use of this water in Idaho. 

We don’t want our water jeopardized by big storage dams down 
stream that can’t be filled except in high-water years. Idaho irrigators 
aren't bei Ing fooled | yy quotations oO f how much ave rage annual flow 
of water there is in the river. We ao from tirsthand experience 
that you can’t be storing water in a reservoir 12 months out of the 
year, and then let it all run out in a few weeks time, and start over 
igain. We know how much water there is in the Snake River, and 
we know that in many years—and this year could easily be one of 
them—there isn’t enough water to serve irrigation requirements and 
have enough left to fill 3.530.000 acres of storage capacity. We know, 
too, that there is going to be a lot more irrigated land in southern Idaho 
in the next decade, and every acre of new land put under irrigation 
will take 2 acre-feet of water out of the river. reducing still further 
the amount of water available for storage in the Hells Canyon reach 
of the river. 

The project sought to be authorized by the enactment of S. 133: 
Just doesn’t make sense to us. The group for whom I spe “ak favor 
development of the water resources of the Snake River in our upstream 
mountain watershed area above Idaho Falls where: 

(1) It will result in additional water for irrigation in Idaho. The 
storage space in Palisades Reservoir was oversubscribed by some 
100,000 acre-feet and this was for storage water to be used primarily 
for supplementing irrigation of lands already under cultivation. 
Also, there are some 300,000 acres of arid land that can be put under 
irrigation if the water is made available from the Snake River through 
the construction of upstream reservoirs. The record will show that 
an average of 1 million acre-feet of water spills over Milner Dam each 
year and runs on down to the sea. 

(2) Such storage will provide much needed flood control in our 
upstream area. The Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Walla 
Walla District , held hearings in February 1955, at Idaho F alls, Boise, 
and Jackson, W vo., for the purpose of getting a gr: issroots opinion on 
the pg of flood contro! on the upper Snake River and its tribu- 
taries. Some twelve hundred water users attended the meeting at 
Idaho Falls and all of those who made statements were in absolute 
accord in urging upstream storage above Idaho Falls in order to 
harness the Snake River and prevent floods in the Heise-Roberts-Idaho 
Falls area, and for other multipurpose benefits, as these flood waters. 
when released, can be used for irrigation and the development of 
power. 

Those committee members who were present at the western hearings 
on the bill last month will recall that every person directly connected 
with the management or the operation of the stream flow testified as 
to the necessity of this added storage being upstream. Not one single 
vitness at any of these hearings testified that such additional upstream 
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orage is not needed. ‘The factors which caused this unanimity of 
pinion are these: Each year during the high-water season, local floods 

ise much damage and - erosion on the major tributaries of the 

e such as the Weiser, the Payette, the Big and Little Wood River, 

a athens and as a pointed out, there is a real potential 
reat of great magnitude on the main stream of the Snake itself, just 
wth of the city of Idaho Falls in the Heise-Roberts area. In fact, 

the city of Idaho Falls, according to the Army engineers, is in danger, 
oth of the loss of its municipally owned hvdroe lectric plant as well as 
flood damage by a change in the channel of the river caused by flood- 
aters. Floods in this particular stretch of the river are a constant 
reat to existing diversion installations of all of the canal companies 

d irrigation districts serving the Snake River Valley in the Idaho 
Falls area, comprising about 500,000 acres of irrigated land. 

(3) As herein pointed out, such upstream storage will provide much 
needed power for use in the great irrigated agricultural area of Idaho. 
This same water .when released, can be used to generate power at all 

f the hydroelectric plants in the Snake and Columbia Rivers. Every 
ord that is said by the proponents of the single dam with respect to 
the need for storage at Hells Canyon reach of the river can be given 
louble or even triple effect if that storage is located in the area above 
Idaho Falls. 

Water is Idaho’s most precious asset and we intend to get the maxi- 
ium use and benefit from it before it leaves our State. 

If the members of this committee are actually interested in water 
esource development and the bringing of new lands under cultiva 
ion, then we urge that you authorize and provide the necessary funds 
for the much-needed re-regulating reservoir just below Palisades af 
a cost of about $10 million to $12 million. 

This project will result in a more efficient operation of the Palisades 
powerplant because it will permit the sale of power from Palisades 

peak prices and will permit a more even flow of the river between 
Palisades and American Falls Reservoir, and should be integrated 
vith the Palisades project. The re-regulating reservoir, according to 
nformation received from the Bureau of Reclamation will have a 
power head of about 100 feet and will generate an estimated 45,000 
kilowatts of power and will be a self-liquidating project. 

Just above Palisades is another excellent reservoir site in the canyon 
of the Snake River, sometimes referred to as the Alpine or Canyon 
site. Approxim: itely 1 million acre-feet of storage can be deve loped at 
this site above Palisades without encroaching on agricultural and 
grazing land in Wyoming. There are numerous other upstream -_ 
but the two just mentioned are the ones that should be developed in 
connection with the Palisades project, and we urge early authoriz: don 
of them. These two projects, in addition to prov iding water for ir- 

igation, flood control, and power in the upstream area, will also 
provide the same benefits in the lower reaches of the river at Hells 
Canyon and below. 

There are scores of small project sites on tributaries of the Snake 
River in southeastern Idaho and western Wyoming which are multi- 
purpose in character and which should be given early attention. 

It seems to the people of the upper Snake River Valley that it is not 
reasonable to anticipate the Federal Government’s financing concur- 
rently both a big dam at Hells Canyon site »»d the much-needed up- 
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stream river development herein referred to. If the proposed Hel 
Canyon dam legislation is authorized, we feel that our much-needed 
upstream water resource development will be deferred until afte: 
the Hells Canyon project is completed. 

{ wish to call your attention to the fact that both of Idaho’s Sen 
ators are on record opposing S. 1333, as well as Congressman Budge. 
The present Governor of the State of Idaho and his two immediate 
predecessors have stated their opposition to this legislation in no wi 
certain terms. The Honorable Robert E. Smylie, Governor of th« 
State of Idaho, in a statement before this subcommittee on April 4, 
1955, stated his opposition to S. 1333 and stated that he favored up 
stream development of the Snake River and its tributaries. I quot 
from Governor Smylie’s statement : 

* * * The only way to get comprehensive development is by upstream storage. 
It cannot be satisfactorily achieved by storage in the middle reaches of the 
stream. Well realizing that there are more proposed projects in the Columbia 
River Basin than there will be available funds for many years, and that we ar 
necessarily in competition for those funds, we must insist that such funds as 
may be available to this State be used for upstream storage development. In 
no other way can our competitive interests be adequately served. 

We know that the logical stream development is from the headwaters down- 
stream. We Idahoans were the first to put the headwaters to beneficial con- 
sumptive use and we demand that our right to these headwaters for benefeie! 
consumptive use remain inviolate. 

We are further opposed to S. 1333 for another reason: On April 25, 
1955, Hon. Clarence A. Davis, Under Secretary of the United States 
Department of the Interior, addressed the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association convention at Idaho Falls, Idaho, and during the course 
of his address, he made the following statement in connection with the 


proposed legislation for a high dam at Hells Canyon. I quote from 
the Under Secretary’s address: 


This area is, of course, the scene of one of the bitterest of these conflicts, 
that is, over the development downstream from here of Hells Canyon and 
numerous other power sites. If all the heat that has been engendered over this 
issue could only be turned into energy, it would in large part produce enough 
to make Hells Canyon unnecessary. Incidentally, most of it is heat and not too 
much of it is light. 

I don’t propose on this occasion to argue the merits or demerits of that project 
or any other project. They have been discussed pro and con repeatedly before 
you for the last several years. I can only say that I am extremely proud of the 
noble statement on behalf of the State of Idaho which Governor Smylie made 
to the political committee which was holding hearings in connection with this 
project at Boise a couple of weeks ago. There are several sentences which I 
would like to quote. I will confine myself to one. He said: “This existing 
empire was built and achieved by the private doings of men acting individually 
and in concert,” and in that sentence the Governor summarized the development 
of the West. 

There is another strange aspect to this proceeding which has interested me. 
Many years ago—in 1920—the Republican administration set up the Federal 
Power Commission and authorized it to issue licenses for the construction of 
hydroelectric dams upon certain streams, In 1935, the New Deal administration 
reconstituted the Federal Power Commission. They provided for five commis- 
sioners, and they gave them vast powers over the development of the streams 
of the United States. They set that Commission up as a semijudicial body, to 
hear all the evidence, to determine the facts, and, among other things, specifically 
directed it to take into account the comprehensive development of the rivers 
in connection with any licenses which it may grant. 

That Commission was widely hailed by its proponents at the time, including 
ihe political mentors of some of the gentlemen who are most vociferous in con- 
nection with the present controversy, as a great step forward toward placing 
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se matters under Federal control and in setting up an impartial Federal 
eney that would do best for all concerned. It is amazing to me now that 
ictual controversy has arisen, about which thousands of pages of testimony 
e been taken (19,000), the most elaborate engineering reports submitted and 
dence given by some of the most distinguished engineers in the United States, 
many of these same people are now reluctant to abide by what they fear 
be the decisions of the tribunal which they created. They remind me a little 
the fellow who stands up in the middle of a ball game and yells, “Kill the 
pire.” 
was under the vague impression that we had a government of law in this 
intry. I was under the vague impression that when the Congress set up an 
partial tribunal vested with special powers to determine special questions and 
e it a staff of three or four hundred people to assist in arriving at wise 
gineering and financial conclusions, that the traditional American way was 
ibide by the decisions of that tribunal, and I may say frankly that I am not 
pressed by those persons who are afraid to submit their cause to the judgment 
a tribunal of that nature and who attack the court, abuse the judges and seek 
vs and means to bypass and detour the decision for fear that it may be against 
ei. 
Must we have nothing but Federal domination of this region and of the lower 
er—the Columbia? Is that the only possible answer which will satisfy some 
these proponents of Hells Canyon and other federalizing plans? Being just 
country lawyer, myself, I have some sort of an interest in the preservation of 
perty rights, and they shouidn’t be taken away from the people in whom 
ey are vested by the Federal Government, or anybody else. 
Che whole economy of this region is based upon the fact that water rights 
quired under the laws of the States are just as valid and just as valuable 
operty rights as is the land itself, and whether there be Federal legal authority 
do it or not, I say it should not be exercised in the face of these rights acquired 
nd held for many years in good faith and upon which the economy of this 
id similar regions depends. And yet, continued, exclusive construction in this 
sin not only inevitably results in the Federal disturbance of local property 
shts with reference to water, but it inevitably also results in the exclusive 
ederal domination of electric power. 


I am not going to make a comprehensive analysis of the contents of 
S. 1333 other than to briefly point out the following additional basic 
bjections which would preclude us from accepting the bill in its pres- 
ent form even assuming that the water right and upstream storage 
ssue could be satisfied because : 

1. It is essentially a bill for power development. It contains no ex- 
ress provisions for authorization (within the provisions of the bill 
tself) of any reclamation projects in Idaho. 

2. Under the provisions of the bill, no power revenues will be avail- 
ble for reclamation in the State of Idaho until after the cost of the 
onstruction of the project has been paid for out of the power reve- 
ues. This will take fifty years. 

3. The bill does not clearly state how much of the 500,000 kilowatts 
f power are actually reserved for use in Idaho. It leaves the door 
pen for a dispute with Oregon on who has the right to this power. 

t. Section 2 of the bill, in my opinion, does not adequately safe- 
cuard either the existing or the future rights to the use of the water 
for irrigation in Idaho, notwithstanding it may have been inserted in 
he bill in complete good faith. 

I concur in the legal opinion from the American Law Division of 
the Library of Congress to Congressman Hamer H. Budge of Idaho, 
inder date of March 23, 1954, wherein it was pointed out that there 

no legal way possible short of a constitutional amendment to our 
Federal Constitution to protect our present and future upstream wa- 

rer rights m the drafting of a Hells Canyon bill. This constitutional 
mendment would have to be such as to redefine the powers of Con- 
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oress over ni Vig: ib le (ream: and vest complete control of bene fic 
consumptive use ot these water resources ot navigable rivers In 


States. Without such a constitutional amendment, no language ca 
be written into the Hells Canyon Dam bill, that would be val 
under Federal law, that coulk L cuarantee to the water users of Idah 

ur present eee future upstream water rights. If a Hells Cany« 
Dam : wl nacted under existing law, and it develops after the dai 

con ucter ‘th there is! imnsulfic lent downstream flow for its opera 
tion, ¢ ees could, in the exercise of constitutional powers, requir 
release of waters from the agi celiac and upstream areas in Idah 
and curtail the right to the use of these waters for irrig ration whie! 
exist under the Idaho law. The decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States bear out this conclusion. 

Congress is fully aware of the constitutional powers vested in it 

in the contro] of navigable streams, and in this connection, I direct 
your attention to the very language of Senate bill 1333, which seeks 
to authorize Hells ¢ ‘anyon Dam. I quote from the bill. 
That in order to foster comprehensive development of the resources of the 
Snake River and its tributaries, the Congress, in the exercise of its constitu 
tional aut hority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate Commerce among 
the States 

<he bill is skillfully drawn so as not to authorize the project under 

‘ Reclamation Act. The water users of Idaho oppose Hells Can 
yon Dam legislation under existing law. They oppose any legislation 
that will place in jeopardy water reserved under Idaho law for irriga- 
tion purposes, 

in conclusion, I want to say, as emphatically as it is within my 
power Lo do SO, that the water use rs of Idaho and the communities 
along the Snake River in Idaho which are dependent upon the irriga 
tion farm economy of our State, are absolutely opposed to the en 
actment of S. 13353. 

The people in Idaho who own and operate our irrigated farmlands 
ong the Snake River, put up their land, sweat and toil each year in 
a gamble against the elements, blight and uncertain market condi- 
tions. They have no-control over these natural risks but they can be 
heard in opposition to the unnatural, calculated, and artificial risks 
inherent in S. 1333. They will have none of it. They will not gamble 
the storing of their water (their greatest asset) on the lower reaches 
of the river on the Oregon border, no matter what the inducement may 
be, in terms of dollars or kilowatts of energy. 

The Governors of the three States most vitally interested—Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho—have come out against the proposed legis- 
lation ompnaticalty and in no uncertain terms, and it is difficult to 
understand why the Congress should continue to bring about its en 
actment into law. Does the Congress intend to invade the sovereign 
rights of these States in the face of such opposition from their chief 
executives? Governor Smylie of Idaho summarized the argument 
vhen he said, “I therefore urge you to reject it swiftly and certainly.” 

Senator O’Manonry. The subcommittee will not be in session this 
afternoon because the Senate is in session, and there are various bills 
on the calendar as well as an appropriation bill in which members are 
interested. However, we have 15 minutes, and if Mr. Peterson, presi- 
dent of the National Reclamation Association, desires to take the 
stand now, he may do so, 
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STATEMENT OF C. PETRUS PETERSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Prererson. Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief statement to 

ke, 

My name is C, Petrus Peterson, and I live at Lincoln, Nebr. At the 
resent time I have the honor of serving as president ot the National 

clamation Association, an association which has representation in 

of the 17 Western States. 

The National Reclamation Association takes note of S. 1333, and 

uticularly takes note of the communication sent by me mbers of the 

mimittee to the Federal Power Commission requesting the Com- 

ssion to defer entering its findings on the application which is pend- 
ng before them with reference to the future development of the Snake 
River, pending action by the Congress. 

Five of our seventeen directors reside in the five States in the 
( olumbia Basin: Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and W yo- 
ming. Each of these five directors, together with the directors from 
Utah, South Dakota, and California, have expressed their opposition 
to S. 1333. It is on their behalf that I make this statement. 

The Federal Power Commission under the acts of Congress is 

arged with the responsibility of passing on the applications pend- 
¢ before it. Extensive hearings have been had during which all 

rties in interest have been heard and a voluminous record has been 
npiled. In this hearing all engineering and related problems have 
been fully explored in a way which it is quite impossible to duplicate 

thi is congressional hearing on S. 1333. 

Particularly the conflict between the plans of present and potential 

iter users for irrigation in the regions primarily concerned, on the 

hand, and the hydroelectrical development contemplated under 
333, on the other, has been fully deve loped. 

‘Orde ly procedure, we submit, should require the promulgation and 

ublication of the findings of the Federal Power Commission in due 
course, 

It is not our purpose to attempt to pre judge the issue before the 
Federal Power Commission. I want to make it very clear that these 
directors have not indicated to me that I should make a statement 
for or against the Hells Canyon Dam as such. Our position is that 
the public interest will be best served if orderly procedure is followed 

d the agency of Government charged with the duty of determining 
thei issue be permitted to state its conclusions based on the complete 
record now in its hands. 

These directors, as well as myself, share the views of Under Secre- 
tary of the Interior Davis, who in addressing the Idaho State Recla 
nation Association on this matter at its annual meeting in Idaho 

ills on April 25, said: 

I was under the vague impression that we had a government of law in this 
ountry. I was under the vague impression that when the Congress set up 
an impartial tribunal vested with special powers to determine special questions 
and gave it a staff of three or four hundred people to assist at arriving at wise 
engineering and financial conclusions, that the traditional American way was 
to abide by the decisions of that trilunal, and I may say frankly that I am 
not impressed by those persons who are afraid to submit their cause to the 
judgment of a tribunal of that nature and who attack the court, abuse the 
udge, and seek ways and means to bypass and to detour the decision for fear 
that it may be against them 
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We urge that the Federal Power Commission report be announcé 
and that their findings and recommendations be accepted. 

The basic desire of our membership in these five States in t] 
Columbia Basin is that orderly progress shall be made in the develo; 
ment of the resources of the area. I concur in the views of the Gov 
ernors of Idaho, Washington, and Oregon, who testified against th 
enactment of S. 1333 at the he aring of this subcommittee held in th 
Northwest on April 4, 5, and 6, that the pending measure is essential] 


a political maneuver with little, if any, promise of actual develo; 
ment, 


Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Senator DworsHaKk. No questions, Mr. Chairman, but I recall tha 
vesterday and the day before, we ran until about a quarter to 1, a1 
ve have 3 or 4 farmer witnesses here who were eager to get back hom: 
I would like to have them put on in the next few minutes for the 
brief statements, if that be possible, so they will not have to remai 
over. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Tate . 

Senator Neupercer. I have several questions of Mr. Peterson, 

I may. 

Senator O’Marronry. I was answering the question of the Senat: 
first. I was saying that Mr. Tate is on this list. 

Senator Dworsnak. Mr. Silbaugh and Mr. Sharp have been her 
since Monday morning and they would like to submit their bri 
statements and return home. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator O’Manonry. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Peterson, has your association or its board of directors ev: 
taken any official action on the Hells Canyon project? 

Mr. Prererson. No, we have not: not as an association. 

Senator Neunercer. In other words, you were speaking as an indi 
vidual when you said you were against the project? 

Mr. Pererson. I am speaking on behalf of these directors that | 
speak of, 8; including myself there would be 9; the majority of ow 
board. 

Senator Nevgercer. But you have never taken any official action? 

Mr. Perrrson. That is right. 

Senator Neupercer. Did your association take any action in Port 
land last November on the proposed power policy of the present ad 
ministration ? 

Mr. Pererson. No. 

Senator Nreusercer. You did not. You did not take any action at 
all ? 

Mr. Pererson. No. There was no resolution passed on that subject. 

Senator Nevpercer. No action was taken on the floor at all by you 
association 2 

Mr. Pererson. There was a discussion on the floor, of the proposed 
amendment. 

Senator Neupercer. But no action was taken. 

Mr. Pererson. Correct. 
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Senator NEUBERGER. I would like to ask one thing about the lan 

ve you used in your statement. You said that “the pending 
isure,’—which is sponsored by 30 Senators, I might add in my 

n language—“is essentially a political maneuver.” 

Prererson. That is as I understood the statement of the gov- 
ors whom I quoted. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you said you concurred. 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. 

Senator Neupercer. You do concur in that? 

Mr. Prererson. That is right. 

Senator Neusercer. How did you decide that this bill is essentially 

political maneuver ¢ 

\ir. Pererson. For the same reason that on their behalf I urge the 

ease of the findings of the Federal Power Commission. Congress 

sted them with authority to determine an issue. Now the Congress 
eps in and asks that authority not to file their findings of fact. 

Senator Nrusercer. I would like to ask another question. Did your 
organization support the Grand Coulee and Columbia Basin project 

Mr. Pererson. That was before my time. I can’t say. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Is it not true that at one time there was a hear- 

o¢ before the Federal Power Commission or a case before the Federal 

r Commission to grant a private company a rival project in the 
‘ettle Falls area which would have ruled out Grand Coulee ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. You have the information back there, and that his- 

ry. I don't. 

Senator Nevpercer. Then would the advocacy of Grand Coulee on 

floor of Congress have been essentially a political maneuver ? 

Mr. Pererson. I can’t answer that question. 

Senator Neunercer. Let me ask an abstract question, not a specific 
me about Grand Coulee. Would you say that any advocacy on the 
loor of Congress of a Federal power project at a site where a private 

mpany had requested the Federal Power Commission to grant a 

ense, that such advocac y would be essentially a politic al maneuver 4 

Mr. Prererson. You have to take the whole setting into account, | 
think. This Hells Canyon problem is not arising out of S. 1333. It 

is been before the Congress 6 years. 

Senator NeuBERGER. I would not know. 

Mr. Prrerson. Three Congresses. No action has been taken, 

hether under a Democratic majority or a Republican majority. 

J hen it was referred to the Federal Power Commission and, after 
this long hearing, you say, “We don’t want to hear from the Federal 
Power Commission.” 

Senator NEuBERGER. May I ask you this: You said this has been be- 
fore the Congress a long time—6 or 7 years, whatever it is. Would 

ou say, then, that when a project is before the Congress a long time 

ithout. authorization, it should then be turned over to a private 
ompany ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. I am not talking about what a private company’s 
result may be. I am not trying to prejudge the findings of the Fed- 

ral Power Commission. 

Senator Neusercer. I will rephrase the question, then. Would you 
say that after a project had been before the Congress for a number 
of years without authorization, it should be turned over to the Fed- 
eral Power Commission for final decision ? 
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Mr. Pererson. | would say that it has been turned over to the Fed 

ral Power Commission for determination. 

Senator NeEvBERGER, Do you know how many years Senator McNary, 
who was the minority leader of his party, advocated the Bonneville 
project in the Congress / 

Mr. Prerrrson. No, I don’t know that. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Do you think it would have been wise to have 
that turned over to the Federal Power Commission for adjudication / 

Mr. Pererson. I rely on the wisdom of Congress which set up the 
Federal Power (‘ommission. 

Senator Neusercer. Then why is ita politic al maneuver for Me) 

rs of Congress to advocate a project in terms of a bill 7 

Mr. Perrrson. What vou are doing is asking the Federal Power 
(Commission not to act. That is what I am talking about, vour state- 

nent which you sent over. , 

Senator NEUBERGER. What you are saying is this: “I concur in the 
views of the Governors of Idaho, Washington and Oregon, who testi 
fied against the enactment of S. 1333 at the hear ing of this subeommit- 
tee held in the Northwest on April 4, 5, and 6, that the pending meas 
ure is essentially a political maneuver with little, if any, promise of 
actual deve lopme nt. 

Mr. Prrerson. I think that is so. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you realize that this project is part of the 
comprehensive report of the Army engineers for development of the 

Columbia River Basin ? 

Mr. Pererson. I know there was a report: yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Yet you think that the advocac y of one of the 
projects within that report by 30 Members of the Senate is essentially 
. political maneuver ? 

Mr. Prrerson. I take into account the present political conditions. 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to know how you decided that is 
a political maneuver. Are other advocacies of projects by Members 
of the House and Senate political maneuvers? 

Mr. Prrerson. You can’t generalize that way. You have to take 
the condition as it exists. I would like to have permission to arrive 
at my conclusion. 

Senator Neupercer. But you have presented this to a committee of 
the United States Senate 

Mr. Prrerson. I do. 

Senator Neupercer. As President of the National Reclamation 
Association. 

Mr. Pererson. On behalf of those directors that I have identified. 

Senator Nevsercer. Do you not think that I have the right, as a 
member of this committee, to ask you how you reached the conclusion 
that this bill is essentially a political maneuver / 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, you have that right. 

Senator Nevupercer. I still have not learned why this bill is essen- 
tially a political maneuver when other bills for other reclamation and 
power projects are not essentially a political maneuver. 

Mr. Prererson. I see no probability of this bill being enacted into 
law at this session. 

Senator O’Manonery. May I interrupt, Senator. I think that it 
would be enlightening for those who may read the record if the Senator 
from Oregon and the witness were to agree upon what is meant by 
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witness when he says “political maneuver.” So I will take the 
erty, if you will pardon me, Senator Neuberger, to ask the witness 
vhat sense he uses the words “political maneuver. 

Mr. Pererson. I use them in the sense that I think it is a delaying 
on rather than something which will result in progress. 

Senator OManonry. You do not think that it has anything to do 
. either of the political parties / 

Mr. Pererson. Oh, this is not a partisan issue; no. It should not 
at least. It looks a little partisan on the face of it, but it cer- 
ly should not be. 

Senator OManonry. You have made the statement, Mr. Peterson, 
ib you come on behalf of five members ot your board of directors of 
- reclamation association. 

Mr. Pererson. Eight. 

Senator OManoney. Yousaid five. 

Mr. Pererson. Five in the basin. 

Senator O’Manoney (reading) 

Five of our seventeen directors represent our membership in the five States in 


ri 


e Columbia Basin: Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. Each 
the said 5 directors, together with our directors from Utah, South Dakota, 


California, have expressed their opposition to 8. 1333. 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. So here we have 5 directors in the States 
which are in the Columbia Basin, and 3 from States which are outside 
of the basin. 

May I ask you, did you have a meeting with these gentlemen ? 

Mr. Prererson. No. 

Senator O’Manonry. How did they come to the conclusion that 

s was a political maneuver in the sense that you have named it ‘ 

Mr. Peterson. I am not quoting these directors on political maneu 
er. 

Senator O'Manonery. Oh, that is your own opinion ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. I am quoting the governors of the three States. 

Senator O°'Manonry. Then so far as your statement today is con 
cerned, with respect. to political maneuver, it does not speak for any 
of the directors of the reclamation ate da d 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. They have not said it. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. A concluding question, Mr. Peterson. 

You said when Senator O'Mahoney, the chairman, questioned you, 
you felt it might be a political maneuver because there was little if 
iny chance of its being passed at this session of Congress. 

Do you think it was a political maneuver when Senator Dill, in 

le early days of Grand ¢ ‘oulee, and Senator MeNary, in the early 
days of Bonneville, mene enTee legislation which never passed for 
quite a few sessions of Congress? Were they guilty of political 
naneuver ¢ 

Mr. Prrerson. I don’t think there was a Federal Power Commis 
sion ready to report at that time on a hearing held, so far as I know. 

Senator NeuBerGcer. That is what makes this a political maneuver ? 

Mr. Prrerson. Yes. Congress sets up a tribunal which has held a 
hearing. Everybody has testified. A complete record has been made. 
Briefs have been presented. Arguments have been heard. The Fed 
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eral Power Commission should be ready to render its decision. W 
that decision may be, I have no idea at all. 

Senator Nevupercer. | want to get this straight—— 

Mr. Prrerson. I am not presuming that they would find cont: 

Lo public interest. 

Senator NeuBerGer. There are many bills in the Congress deal 
with matters before the Tariff Commission, in which Members of 
Congress feel that perhaps they, coming from the people, might h 
a contrary view to the Tariff Commission. Are those political mai 
vers / 

Mr. Prrerson. I don’t think you are stating a parallel situati: 
Senator. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Why isn’t it? There are hearings before t 
Tariff Commission. They take testimony. They prepare report 
They have records. Do you take the position, Mr. Peterson—lL thi 
it is important—that a Member of the Congress should not sponsor 
any legislation dealing with a matter which is being considered 
an executive agency or a commission of the Government ! 

Mr. Prererson. I have no opinion that Congress doesn’t have 
right to legislate on this subject. Surely they have. 

Senator Neusprcer. There are many bills in the Congress- 

Mr. Pererson. But there is a peculiar situation which develops, 

I see it, when Congress has this agency, it has its hearings and the: 
for some reason not only a bill 1 s presented but the Federal Power 
Commission is requested to withhold its findings. That, to me, looks 
a bit strange. 

Senator NEUBERGER. It does? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. In other words, then, you would say that 
Congress does not have superior jurisdiction to the Commission ? 

Mr. Prererson. No, I have not said that. I have not challenged 
the jurisdiction of Congress. 

Senator Neusercer. What you said was this: that the pending me: 
ure is essentially a political maneuver. 

Mr. Pererson. I’said that is what the governors out in those three 
States have said. 

Senator Neupercer. And you concurred in that. 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. It looks that way to me. 

Senator Neusercer. And that the bill itself is essentially a political 
maneuver ? 

Mr. Pererson. It looks that way to me; yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Again I come back to this question: Do you 
believe any bill which deals with a matter before a commission is es- 
sentially a politic maneuver ? 

Mr. Pererson. I don’t think it is possible to generalize that way ; no. 

Senator Nevupercer. That is the position you are taking, though, 
because the only reason you say it is a politic al maneuver—— 

Mr. Pererson. I am addressing myself to the specific situation as it 
exists. 

Senator Neupsercer. You are addressing yourself to this bill, signed 
by 30 Senators, and say it is essentially a political maneuver. Would 
you have said the upper Colorado bill was essentially a political 
maneuver if one of those sites was then under consideration by a pri- 
vate company before the Federal Power Commission ? 
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Mr. Pererson. That is one of those “iffy” questions which does not 
X1St. 

Senator Necsercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Dworsuak. One question. 

Mr. Peterson, does the National Reclamation Association have any 
licial position on river compacts ? 

Mr. Pererson. We are for river compacts. 

Senator Dworsuak. You believe that it is the ideal method to em- 
loy in negotiating agreements and adjudicating disputes between the 
tates in any specific river basin ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. Any other questions ? 

fhank you very much, Mr. Peterson. 

Mr. Silbaugh ? 


STATEMENT OF J. H. SILBAUGH, JEROME, IDAHO, DIRECTOR, 
IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Sipaucnu. Gentlemen of the Committee: 

My name is J. H. Silbaugh. I am president of the board of direc- 
tors of the North Side Canal Co. I am also a member of the Com- 
\ittee of Nine. This committee has been called the board of directors 
1 Water District No. 36 for distribution of the waters of the Snake 
tiver for use in the Snake River Valley. I am also a director of the 
daho State Reclamation Association representing the lower Snake 
River Valley. I settled on the North Side tract in 1910 and farmed 
my own farm there until my retirement a few years ago. Iam making 
this statement on behalf of the company and the board of directors 

nd on behalf of water users for the lower Snake River Valley. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I ask you to designate on the map what 
ou call the lower Snake River Valley ? 

Mr. Srrpaueu. Yes, sir. 

This area right in here, sir, is considered the lower Snake River 
Valley. As was pointed out here a while ago, the diversion gate is 
ust about here, and that irrigates all this area. This is considered 
the upper Snake River Valley [indicating on map]. 

Senator O’Manonry. What town is the dividing line there? 

Mr. Sirpaucu. I am from the North Side project, which is at 
Jerome; and right across the river is Twin Falls. They lie across 
the river from one another. They are south of the river and we are 
north of it. 

Senator O’Manoney. All of the part of the Snake River east of 
those two towns is the valley of which you are speaking ? 

Mr. Smnaveu. That is right. The water is diverted there for three 
srojects, the South Side Twin Falls project, the North Side project, 
ind a part of the Gooding project. 

The stockholders of the North Side Canal Co. by unanimous vote 
it its annual meeting on January 15, 1955, adopted a resolution in 
pposition to the proposed Federal Hells ( Yanyon project. Similar 
iction had been taken at prior annual meetings of the stockholders 
ind represents the overwhelming sentiment of the water users. More- 
ver, irrigation districts and canal companies representing the over- 
whelming majority of the irrigated acres in Southern Idaho, com- 
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prising approximately 214 million acres, have passed similar reso! 
tions in op position toa F eder: il Hells C anyon project, 

The North Side Canal Co. represents an area of approximately 
160,000 irrigated acres in Jerome, Gooding and Elmore Counties lying 


north of Snake River. This project, constituting one of the largest 
private irrigation systems in the country, is a Carey Act project whic! 
was initiated in 1903. It is now in an advanced stage of de ‘velopment 
The land is extremely fertile and highly productive. All irrigated 
crops do exception: lly well. we have fine roads, schools, homes, and 
a number of progressive communities, the largest being the town of 
Jerome. 

We now have an adequate water supply, but only after many yea 
of hardship and struggle 

I might stop at this point. if it is permissible, to say I have bee 
on that project, Senator, since 1910. I am still living on the farm 
I began farming on 45 years ago. For 40 of those vears we struggled 
and fought to get a water right. 

We are opposed to any project which will place our water rights in 
jeopardy. We had an early filing for natural flow from the Snak« 
River, to be diverted at Milner, when the project was initiated, whic} 
proved to be wholly in: idequ: ite. Later we acquired from the United 
States storage capacity in Jackson Lake Reservoir and, after Ame 
ican Falls Reservoir was constructed in 1926, we purchased additional 
storage space in American Falls Reservoir. In 1952 we purchased 
storage space in Palisades Reservoir and additional space in America 
Falls Reservoir. 

Our major opposition to the proposed Federal Hells Canyon project 
is that we believe it would constitute a threat to our existing water 
rights, as well as a threat to future water rights that will be required 
to irrigate many thousands of acres yet undeveloped. The future de 
velopment of this area depends upon the full use of the waters of 
Snake River and its tr ‘mea aries. We are definitely and unalterab] 
opposed to any limitation on the future irrigation development in 
Idaho, and we feel that the Federal mene Canyon Dam, if constructed, 
would be a definite threat, not only to future development but also 
to our existing water rights. We are very much concerned regarding 
our existing rights because of the position the Federal Government 
has taken that private appropriators can acquire no water rights in 
navigable streams, and we do not believe that any protective language 
can be placed in the bill which would protect us in the future. 

In this connection, I was present at the annual meeting of the Idaho 
State Reclamation Association at Idaho Falls last week, and I had the 
great privilege of hearing Under Secretary of the Interior Davis 
address the association on this matter. With respect to our water 
rights he said: 

Must we have nothing but Federal domination of this region and of the lower 
river—the Columbia? Is that the only possible answer which will satisfy some 
of these proponents of Hells Canyon and other federalizing plans? Being just 
a country lawyer myself, I have some sort of an int-rest in the preservation of 
land values and the preservation of property rights, and in my book water rights 
in the West are property rights, and they shouldn’t be taken away from the 
people in whom they are vested by the Federal Government or anybody else. 

The whole economy of this region is based upon the fact that water rights 
acquired under the laws of the States are just as valid and just as valuable 
property rights as is the land itself, and whether there be Federal legal author 
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to do it or not, I say it should not be exercised in the face of these rights 
juired and held for many years in good faith and upon which the economy 
this and similar regions depend. And yet, continued, exclusive construction 
this basin not only inevitably results in the Federal disturbance of local 
perty rights with reference to water, but it inevitably also results in the ex- 
isive Federal domination of electric power. 


I can assure you that the Under Secretary’s remarks met with the 

holehe beara support of the hundreds of water users present at that 

eting. 

Weteiiiie I beheve that future storage on the Snake River 

ould be where the floods occur. I testified on this matter at the 

earing in Idaho Falls on February 18 before the Army Corps of 

Engineers. The upper Snake River Basin still faces a real flood 
mtrol problem which Can only be solved by constructing reservoirs 

bove the areas subject to flood damages and not on the Snake River 

elow the areas in Idaho that are subject to flooding. Throughout 
he upper Snake River area on the main stream as well as some of the 
tributaries, there is a real flood-control problem. It is now generally 
recognized that additional storage on the Snake River should be 
provided by reservoirs on the upper tributaries of the Snake River. 
Construction of such reservoirs would also serve st very valuable 
rpose of providing additional supp lies of water to large areas of 

d which are now inadequately irrigated, partic he ur ry in dry years. 

I was present at the hearing before this subeommittee in Boise on 
(pril 4, and our Governor Smylie expressed my views in better words 
than I can use when he said: 

| would also be remiss in my duties as chief executive if I did not state clear] 
and without equivocation, that Idaho must always insist that every dollar ot 
Federal money available for our State be used in constructing those upstream 

ojects Which will facilitate the use and reuse of our waters within our bound 

ries before they pass irrevocably for use in the downstream states. Water 
s Idaho’s prime asset in the competing economies of the Northwest. Stored 
in the upper reaches, these waters will give the dual flood-control advantage 
heretofore mentioned, will be available for use and reuse in irrigation as they 
pass through the several hundred miles of our Idaho Snake River Basin. They 
vill be available for use in hydroelectric production at all of the projects through 
out the length of the Snake River, as well as those further downstream on the 
nmbia. In short, their storage at these upper points will inevitably result 
the comprehensive development of the river 

We are further opposed to the construction of a Federal Hells 
Canyon Dam because we believe that where private capital is ready, 
willing and able to develop power sites on the Snake River, they 
should be allowed to do so. More than 90 percent of the irrigation 
development in the Snake River Valley has been initiated by private 
enterprise. We fully endorse the partnership policy of water resource 
development. It has worked in Idaho in the past and we see no 
reason why it won’t work in the future. 

We are further opposed to these bills because we understand that 
the question whether the Hells Canyon stretch of the river should be 
developed by the Federal Government or by private enterprise has 
been submitted to the Federal Power Commission after extended hear- 
ings on the applications of the Idaho Power Co., Congress has given 
that agency the duty and responsibility of deciding this question. 

do not think Congress should take any action while this matter is 
pending before the Federal Power Commission. That Commission 
should be permitted to make its decision without any political inter- 
ference. 
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I emphasize again, however, that our major concern is the protectio 
of our existing water rights which we believe are placed in jeopard 
by the proposed project. 

If I may have the opportunity to continue for just a minute, refer 
ring to Mr. Lynn Crandall’s testimony, there were questions here thi 
morning. I attended a Committee of Nine meet ing about 30 days ago, 
and I drew Mr. Crandall’s attention to it after he had made his state 
ment here the ether day. At a meeting of the Committee of Nin 
approximately 30 days ago, Mr. Crandall stated that his belief was 
that the high Hells Canyon Dam would fill only 1 year in 5, and t 
verify the way I had heard him, I spoke to some members who at 
tended that meeting of the Committee of Nine, and they verified my 
statement. : 

I don’t know which statement Mr. Crandall meant to be understood 
or used, whether the one he made at the Committee of Nine meeting 
or the one that he made here when he said there would be adequate 
water to fill Hells Canyon high dam. At the meeting 30 days ago 
he said it would fill only 1 year in 5, 

That is all I wish to add to my testimony. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Neuspercer. Do you think Mr. Crandall was incorrect in 
his statement ¢ 

Mr. SrteAven. I don’t know which one he was incorrect in, the 
one he made to the very important Committee of Nine or in his state 
ment here. I really don’t know. You have witnesses who heard him 
and who will verify the statement which he made at our committee 
meeting. 

Senator Neupercer. At your committee meeting he said it would 
be filled in only 1 year in 5% 

Mr. Srrnaven. Absolutely. 

Senator Nevpercer. I do not think he denied that. Are there not 
cyclical reservoirs which are filled only every so often ? 

Mr. Strpauen. He made the statement that there would be adequate 
water to fill the reservoir of the high dam. 

Senator Neupercrer. The two statements are not incompatible. 

Mr. Sirsaven. If it fills only 1 year in 5, that isn’t filling every 
year. 

Senator Neunercer. Did he say here it would fill every year? 

Mr. Smznaven. That is the way I understood him, that there would 
be adequate water. 

Senator Neupnercer. I do not think he did. I would just like to 
read you from page 185 of the transcript. This is Mr. Crandall 
speaking : 

In Mr. Riter’s calculations, he made an average draft on Hells Canyon Reser- 
voir during its early years of operation of about 2,300,000 acre-feet per year, and 
then after the Columbia River system is fully developed and storage on the Co- 
lumbia River to supply those plants and a somewhat greater depletion on the 
Snake River, he dropped that average annual draft to a million acre-feet per year. 

In other words, that is substantially less than the complete capacity 
of the reservoir. I do not see anything incompatible between Mr. 
Crandall’s two statements, even if the earlier one is absolutely correct 
as you state it, and I am sure it is if you say so. 

Mr. StreaucGn. Yes. 
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itor Neupercer. I do not see anything incompatible so far as 
Crandall’s testimony is concerned. 
.Sirpaven. | erhaps 1 got the wrong idea when he said that we 
d have adequate water to fill the high dam. On the evidence 
has been brought out here before, in dry years it could not 
bly do that. 
nator NeuBERGER. It seems to me his testimony is perfectly con 
nt with the earlier statement. 
nator O’Manoney. Mr. Silbaugh, may I ask you this question : Do 
rrigators whom you represent now have sufficient water for their 
nt needs ? 
r. SirpauGu. I thought I made that clear. ‘After 40 years we do 
We have a 1 adequ: ite water sup yply at this time, but we were 
“urs getting 4 Senator, you can see why I might be critical after 
ing for 40 years for something, very critical on anything that 
t jeopardize any of our water rights. 
senator O’Manoney. That is one of the problems involved. We 
fearful of things that might happen. 
\ir. Srrpauen. That is right. 
senator O’Mauoney. Which sometimes never happen at all. 
Mr. Srrpaucu. But we suffered for 40 years. It did happen. I am 
ritical of anything which jeopardizes it. 
senator O’Manonery.. But you have acquired water by harnessing 
flow of the stream, and the stream is still flowing. 
Mr. Sirpaven. That is right. 
Senator O’Manonry. And you are using the water. 
\[r. STILBAUGH. Absolutely, and we are enjoying it. 
Senator O’Maimonry. Where do you get the opinion that the Federal 
overnment, meaning by that the Congress and the President, in en- 
ng legislation could not give you the guarantee which is attempted 
e set out in section 2 of this bill, that these water rights above the 
m would not be interfered with ? 
Mr. Srnnaven. What I base my belief on in preparing this state- 
nt is the Commerce clause, which supersedes all rights on the river. 
it was discussed quite at length before you came in this morning, 
itor. 
Senator O’Manonry. Yes, it was. You say that on the advice of 
W vers ¢ 
Mr. Strpaven. Yes, the attorney who spoke here this morning. 
Senator O’Manonry. You realize whenever there is a controversy 
which lawyers are employed, there are lawyers on both sides. 
Mr. Smunaven. That is right. Mr. Holden, who spoke here this 
orning, I think made the point clear. 
Senator O’Manoney. Yes, I heard his testimony. He is a very 
rsuasive lawyer. 
Mr. Sirzaueu. That is what I based my belief on. 
Senator O’Manoney. Now let me read to you the section. May I say 
to hae: -I speak out of some experience as a lawyer—that the best law, 
‘all,iscommon sense. I have known some of the best law teachers 
at 7 ever had contact with to say to a young lawyer, “When you get 
our first client, don’t rush for the law book. Get the facts. When 
ou have gotten the facts, then go out and walk around the block and 
nk it out.’ 
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Mr. Strpavenu. That is good reasoning. 

Senator O’Manoney. It is the sort of reasoning which farmers uss 

have found that farmers as a class have a lot of common sense. 

Mr. SinpaveH. Thank you. 

Senator O’Manoney. | include you in the class. 

Now let us read section 2: 

The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
vith present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficia 


consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State | 
of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, 

Is that not clear / 

Mr. SILBAUGH. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is what this bill Says. 

Mr. SrypauGcu. I also think that this Commerce clause superse 
Wlrights. That isalso in the law, is it not / 

Senator O’Manoney. The Commerce clause is in the Constitution 
of the United States, but the Constitution also contains a provisii 

it no private property can be taken without due process. 

Mr. SinpaveH. | hope so. 

Senator O’Manonry. As a result of this language, if it stays in tl 
bill and if the bill should be passed, Hells Canyon Dam would hav 
to go dry before an inch of water could be taken off your land. 

Mr. Strpaven. I should hope that that would be true, because 
have had a great many dry years when I was trying to farm. 

Senator O’Manonry. You would still have the same run of t 

ime river. If these engineers who testified here cuess or actual! 
have measured the water supply and give us the opinion that the. 
is enough water to restore from the regular flow of the river and fro 
the floods to operate the power dam, under this clause, as long as the 
water comes down that river, you are protected. 

Mr. Srrnaver. Thank you. 

Senator O°’Manoney. Are there other questions / 

The next w itness, please. 


STATEMENT OF N. V. SHARP, FILER, IDAHO; CHAIRMAN, COM- 
MITTEE OF NINE IN WATER DISTRICT NO. 36 


Mr. SHare. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My 
name is N. V. Sharp. I live at Filer, Idaho. I am a retired farmer 
I have lived in Idaho since 1907, have raised a family and have owned 
and operated my own farms until a few years ago when I retired. 

I am a member of the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal 
Co. and have been since 1924. I was president of the State Reclama 
tion Association for 12 years—from 1937 until 1949—and upon re 
tiring as president, 1 was honored with a life membership in that 
association. 

Also, 1 spent 4 years on the State Water Conservation Board of 
Idaho by appointment of the Governor, and I was 1 of the 10 he 
appointed to go to Salt Lake City in 1932 at which time the National 
Reclamation Association was formed. I was elected to the first board 
of directors and have served continuously in that capacity since that 
time—almost 24 years. I have served as a member of the Committe: 
of Nine in Water District No. 36 for approximately 28 years, and 
have been chairman for the last 8 years. 
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‘ile I made a statement at the hearing in Boise on April 4, I 
ittending these meetings because of the action of the committee 
ne of Idaho Water District No. 36, taken at a meeting in Idaho 
Idaho, on April 25, 1955, after the western hearings early in 
before this committee. 
der Idaho law, water districts cover sections of the streams 
enated by the State reclamation engineer, and my particular 
trict includes all lands irrigated from Snake River at and above 
er, or a total of 114 million acres. Those who divert water, 
‘ras individuals or as canal companies, or irrigation districts, 
annually on the first Monday in March. They have votes 1n 
portion to the amount of their individual water rights; and at 
meetings they elect a watermaster, provide for his assistants 
expenses, and in general set up a way of delivering water out of 
tural stream. In the case of water district 36, they also elect 
ommittee of nine w hich, in effect, is the board of directors and the 
ymaking body, each member representing a different section of 
annual meeting in March 1955, attended by several hundred 
ers and directors of canal co mnpanies and irrigation districts, a 
ition Was passed unanlmo yusly opposing the construction of the 
Is Canyon Dam. After the western meetings, as mentioned, two 
us, myself and Mr. William S. Holden, were instructed to appear 
ese hearings and oppose construction of the dam. 
= Lynn Crandall, w ne has testified here, has been for a number 
‘ars elected annually by us as a watermaster, even though he is 
vise an employee of the Department of the Interior. 
I can say positively that his testimony here does not reflect the at- 
tude of the water users in the district where we have always thought 
him as our faithful servant. We water users, who have our life 
LoS invested in our lands and water rights, do not want to take 
a chance of a conflict with the water rights of a vast Federal 
un—particularly when it isso unnecessary. All engineers—even Mr. 
randall—concede there will not be sufficient water to fill the reservoir 
certain years. The only controversy is the amount of the conflict. 
We water users do not want to be involved in any conflicts. 
We likewise know that if a large Federal dam is built at Hells Can- 
on and the power is obligated to the downstream States, thereafter it 
ill be only natural for the States of Oregon and Washington to op- 
ose any irrigation expansion in Idaho which might jeopardize the 
ater I ights of thei powerplant. We will have repeated on the Snake 
River the same type of conflict as exists between California and the 
pper States on the Colorado River. We Idahoans want no part of 
[ can say, W ithout qualification, that the great majority of the own- 
rs of the million and a quarter acres of land in the upper Snake River 
Valley oppose the passage of S. 1333. 
If ] may, Mr. Chairman, elaborate just a little. 
As I have said. I have lived in Idaho since 1907. W narried 
raised a family there. My tLWOo oldest children ar ) he land 
ich I have owned for a wood many years. | have orandchildren 
I want to Ly 1 am sincere in every word that I have said 
and the farmers who are here to testify against this dam are 


e in our belief and our conviction 
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I think it was well brought out by Mr. Holden here this morni 
that we are in jeopardy if this dam is built. 

I know there have been some pretty rough questions hurled at « 
witnesses, but I do think that Mr. Holden has brought that out vi 
clearly. 

| am not sure, Senator ( Mahoney, if you were here or not. | ha 
heard it said often here in these hearings that the Congress can prot 
our water rights by legislation. True enough, and it looks very plai 
You read the bill and you think, yes, we certainly are eal 

But under the commerce clause, as we understand it, the next Co 
gress can come along and upset the applecart, and we have no wats 
rights. Our water rights are not protected. 

Senator O’Manonery. Your water rights certainly are protected by 
the same Constitution. The Congress does not ordinarily or know 
ingly invade private rights. 

Mr. Suarr. We appreciate that—ordinarily, Senator O’Mahoney, 
We are very apprehensive, as Mr. Silbaugh has said. 

1 would like to point out the area that I am here to represent, Mr. 
Chairman, if I may [at the map]. I live on this project here, Twi 
i alls South Side, about the center of it. This is Mr. Silbaugh’s area 

across the river. 

I might say that I am the chairman of the committee of nine in this 
area, Which extends to the Wyoming border, and we have jurisdictio: 
over Jackson Lake; that is, in an advisory capacity. 

Senator O’Manoney. So you are the man who is taking that wate: 
Mr. Suarp. Senator O'Mahoney, I am glad you mentioned tha 
Let me tell you something. I happened to be the chairman of the 
Idaho commission just after the compact between Idaho and Wyoming 
was entered into. Do you know what wedid! We respected that com 
mittee and we do respect Mr. Bishop and everybody on that committee. 
Do you know what happened in Wyoming before that commission was 
set up ? Wyoming took a lot of water out of Snake River before it ¢ ame 
over the border, without any rights, so far as I know, so far as rivet 

rig hts are concerned. 

Senator O’Manonry. My only complaint is that they did not chase 
that water which ec rossed the border and bri ing it back. 

Mr. Suarp. I haven't finished my comment, Senator. 

When we entered into the compact, we recognized all the water that 
they had used, and gave them all the rest of the water they wanted, 
as long as they didn’t use tou much. We had a good group, except the 
chairman of the Idaho commission. 

Now you can understand. Members of this committee, I plead with 
you in all sincerity. On that 114 million acres, colored green, which 
you see from here up to the Wyoming border, Twin F alls, the largest 
town on this 202,000 acres, is located about there [indicating]. We 
have one of the most fertile v: alleys. Senator O'M: ihoney has bee 
there, and J think he will verify that. We have good s« ‘hools, good 
churches, and everything. We have first chance at the natural flow 
below American Falls, the first filing. 

We have bought storage in Jackson Lake and in American Falls to 
carry us over in dry seasons. 

Do you know what I am afraid of, Senator? 

Senator O’Manoney. I know you are afraid of something. 

(The material referred to appears at p. 934.) 
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fr. Suarpe. Sometime there might even be an emergency declared, 

say to us, “You haven't used your water for several years. You 

etter turn down a little and generate a little power down here.” 
: actually afraid of that, and there are a lot of people who feel 
vay. Weare very apprehensive. 

e heard a lot of testimony here, even from the Farmers Union. 
yze that word. You would think they were farmers. I will say, 
or, there isn’t one-half of 1 per cent of the farmers in Idaho who 

onize the Farmers Union. They just don’t 
Senator O’Manoney. That is not the issue here. 

Mr. Suarp. I would like to quote two paragraphs which I read out 
eir policy statement a few weeks ago. 
ator O*Manoney. We have limited time, and the Farmers Union 

t an issue. 

Mr. SHarp. I think, Senator, unless there are some questions, I have 
pleted my statement. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I would like to ask a few questions. 

You say “We have always thought of him,” referring to Mr. 
dall, “as our faithful servant.” You have not stopped thinking 

im in that way, have you 4 

Mr. SuHarp. No. Wethinka lot of Mr. Crandall. 

Senator Neusercer. That is good. 

Mr. SHarp. Maybe Mr. Crandall can 1 justify his statement. I cer- 
ly will ask him to-when I get back home, because as I have said 

ny statement here, according to my way of thinking and that of 

e) erybody who was here, it did not reflect the water users’ opinion. 

nator NEUBERGER. You know, Mr. Sharp, do you not, that the 
\rmy engineers’ report calls for a great many dams on the Snake 
River, not only Hells Canyon, but Mountain Sheep, and Ice Harbor. 

Are you similarly opposed to those dams ¢ 
Mr. Suarr. I am not too well acquainted, Senator, with the other 
s, but the thing that bothers me is why they don’t build some of 
other dams which are already authorized, instead of wanting to 

ld one which is so controversial. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Why is it controversial / 

post SHarp. Because we are afraid it is going to interfere with the 

rights. 

se Neupercer. Why is that dam more controversial than other 

ums 4 

Mr. Suarr. I don’t know that they are. This is a large storage dam, 

I get it. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Some of the others are, likewise. 

Mr. Suarp. I am not too well acquainted with the other dams. In 

» they came up and we felt it was dangerous to our water rights, 
weal certainly fight them. 

Senator NEuBercer. Is not the thing which distinguishes this dam 
site from some of the other storage dam sites the fact that a private 
power company wants this site? Is that not the thing that makes it 
ontroversial, not the water ? 

Mr. Suarr. You have brought up something, and I am very glad 

at you did that, Senator. I would like to state to you that T have 
read the application of the Idaho Power Co. to build three dams on 
Snake River and Hells Canyon. That specifically says—I can’t quote 
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the exact words, but the essence of it is that they recognize the present 
and future upstream consumption, and that 

Senator NeuBercer. You are still not answering my question. Wi 
have had this over and over again about the Idaho Power Co. recog 
nizing upstream water rights, The thing I am trying to find out 
why, in your mind, the proposed Hells Canyon site is controvers 
but the other proposed storage dams, in the 308 Report, on the Snake 
River are not controversial. 

Mr. Suarp. I am not too well acquainted with the ones farthe: 
cd , but Iam acquainted with the ones in Hells Canyon, both Ida} 
Power and the Federal, and I am trying to tell you what to me is the 
difference between the application of the Idaho Power and the Feder 
dam. 

Senator Neupercer. But you are not answering my question, sir, 

not have the : vcility to present it. What I want to know is why 
proposed Hell s © anyon Dam is controve rsial, and the other 
proposed Federal dams are not controve rsial as to water. 

Mr. Smarr. I am not saying that the others are not. I don’t think 

are, so far as Idaho water users are concerned. I was at a meet- 
ing or hearing some months ago at Orofino, Idaho. I saw on the maps 
the fluctuation of Snake pices Salmon River, and the Clearwater 
River. The Snake River simply waves, but those other two went up 
ind down, both of them, up and down. The floods on the rivers caused 
the curves. 

I can’t understand, if you want flood control, if you want pow 

1v you don’t go over and do something on those rivers, particularly 

he Clearwater River. It is the most rabid river there is. 

tor Nreunercrer. These are proposed sites in the 308 Report 
on the Snake River. Why are those sites not controversial? They 
would take water which goes through the green area you pointed 
out on the map. Why are those an ere noncontroversial 2 

Mr. Smarr. I am not sure any of those store large amounts of 
vater. I am not sure about that, Senator. Maybe ec! are. Maybe 
you know that they do store large amounts of water. I don’t know. 

Senator Nevpercer. My understanding is that they are high dams. 

Mr. Suarp. A high dam doesn’t necessarily need to store a lot of 
vater. Youcan buildah ‘oh dam to get the head, if you please. 

Senator Neupercer. The thing I am trying to get is why this is 
the one controversial dam as far as the water users are concerned. 

Mr. Suarp. Because it is right in my back yard and threatens my 

rel ights. 

nator Neupercer. These others are not only in your back yard, 
) the same river and the same water. 
tor DworsHax. Mr. Sharp, is it not possible that what you are 
g¢ to stress is that on the Snake River upstream from Hells C 
Dam, whether it be low dam or high dam, are loc ‘ated all of F the 
irrigated area within our State; whereas if you go down to the Salmon 
River watershed and on the Clearwater River watershed, there is not 
a single acre of irrigated land, and consequently the water users are 
not so concerned about those dams as they are about Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Swarr. Right. Not a drop of water from the high dam nor 

the Id iho P< ower Co, dam is used for irrigation, not one drop. 


( 
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want to leave this thought, Senator O'Mahoney. I have thought 
of the Bureau of Reclamation and the act from 1902 on. I think 
record will show that this is the first time in the history of the 
iu of Reclamation that they have gotten clear away from any 
imation at all. Ifa drop of this water is used for reclamation, 
‘’t know of it, and if they have ever proposed a dam before with- 
ny reclamation, I have never heard of it. ‘That is what concerns 


We think that in the Bureau of Reclamation there are people like 
nn Crandall, people that we can trust, whom we can ask to come 
d help us when we are in need, as we did with the American 
Reservoir, as we did at Palisades. We are for them. ‘They 
uld help us and, as has been stated here, they would hold our wate1 
ts in trust. 
Senator NEUBERGER. Are these other dams on the Snake River, not 
king about the Clearwater and Salmon—you and Senator Dwor- 
ik wet on that—are these other dams on the Snake River any dift- 
ferent? Are they not storage dams? 
Mr. SHarp. I don’t know. I am not too well acquainted. I doubt 
that. 
Senator NEUBERGER. It is my understanding they are storage dams. 
Mr. SHarp. I never heard that stated, but 1 am not too well ac- 
inted with it. 
Senator O°’MAnHonEy. You have finished your statement, have you 


4 


Mr. SHarp. I believe I have, unless there are further 


Senator GotpwaTer. May I ask a question which might possibly 

related to this? 

Senator O’Manonery. Yes indeed. 

Senator GOLDWATER. You are a farmer, Mr. Sharp ¢ 

Mr. SuHarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator GoLpWATER. You pay taxes. 

Mr. SuHarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator GoLpwATER. Do vou see any reason why a dam should be 

ult by taxpayers’ money when private money has offered to build 
equate dams at the same place ¢ 

Mr. Suarp. I am awfully glad you brought that up, because if 

mebody asked me if this was the only reason that I would oppose 

Government building the dam, I would say “Yes.” 

Senator GotpwaTter. Thank you. 

Senator Neupprcer. You used the word “adequate.” On the upper 
Colorado River project, which is certainly a very eminent and worthy 
project which I voted for on final passage—would you be willing to 
have private corporations take over those sites if they provided the 
same proportion of power and storage as to those sites as the Idaho 
Power Co. does as to the Federal Hells Canyon project? 

Senator Gotpwater. I will say, Senator, any time, any place, 
that private power wants to develop our resources, I am in favor of it. 

Senator Neupercer. And provide 60 percent as much power as the 
Federal Government would do by building at the same site ? 

Senator GoLDWATER. I do not know what the percentage is up there, 
I asked the gentleman a question about building these three dams 
with private funds against the high dam being built with taxpayers’ 
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money. It is my understanding that for power purposes, the t 
dams will produce an adequate amount of power. Whether it 
produce as much as the high dam, I am not equipped to say, but im 
tion evidently does not enter into this, and that is why I asked { 
question. : 

Mr. SHARP. May I add something to that? 

Senator O’Manonrgy. Yes. of course. You are the witness. 

Mr. SuHarp. Being a citizen of Idaho, I saw the Idaho Power (po 
grow. They have developed the natural resources in the area and ha 
furnished us with power. You can go into Twin Falls County or 
part of Idaho and I will say 90 percent of the people will tel vi 
“We get more for our money when we go to pay our power bill t! 
we do when we go to a grocery store.” They are tickled to death. 

Talk about service, they are alw: ays On the job. 

Consider the taxes they pay. 

Senator Nevupercer. Have you compared your rates with what t] 
pay in Washington and Oregon for power ¢ 

Mr. Suarp. I am not too well er on that, but I would say : 
the Government paid taxes like the Idaho Power Co., they couldn’ 
anywhere near compete on the rates. 

Senator Neupprcer. Have you compared the rates of the Idaho 
Power Co. with the power companies in Oregon and Washington? 
Do you think those companies do not pay taxes over in those States? 

Mr. Suarp. You mean the Washington Water Power? 

Senator Neupercer. The power utilities in general which operate 
in Oregon and Washington. Have you compared Idaho Power Co.'s 
rates with theirs? 

Mr. Suarp, I am not a rate expert at all. I don’t know. 

Senator NeuBercer. It might be quite important. 

Mr. Swarr. But I do know the people in Idaho are very well 
pleased. 

Senator Gotpwater. Did we not ask for inclusion in the record 
of those retail rates, Senator? I think we did the other day. 

Senator NeuperGer. You suggested the inclusion of the rates, which 
I hope will be put in, including the Idaho Power Co. rates. 

Mr. Lineweaver. They will be included in the record. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you very much. We appreciate your 
appearance. 

Mr. rae Thank you, Senator. 

Sena * DworsHak. There is one more witness—Mr. Tate. 

smevsid O’Manonry. If Mr. Tate will be good enough to wait in 
patience until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Senator DworsHax. We will run all day tomorrow and get 
through ? 

Senator O’Manonry. I hope there will be sufficient chairmen 
around here to keep the hearing going. 

The hearing is in recess — 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m., 
Friday, May 6. 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, MAY 6, 1955 


UnIrep STATES SENATE, 
<UBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF TH! 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a. m., in the 

mmittee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., 
Senator Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, pre- 

Wine. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico; Henry M. 
Jackson, Washington; Eugene D. Millikin, Colorado; and Arthur V. 
Watkins, Utah. 

Also present: Senators Richard L. Neuberger, Oregon; Henry C. 
Dworshak, Idaho; and Barry Goldwater, Arizona, members of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

\lso present : Senator Herman Welker, Idaho. 

\lso present : Goodrich W. Lineweaver, member of the professional 

if; Elmer K. Nelson, professional staff engineer; Stewart French, 

ieral counsel; and N. D. McSherry, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator ANpERSON. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Tate ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN TATE, BOISE, IDAHO, DIRECTOR, RECLAMA- 
TION COMMITTEE, BOISE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AND AP- 
PEARING FOR MOUNTAIN HOME RECLAMATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Tare. My name is John Tate, and I reside in Boise, in Ada 
( ounty, Idaho. I have been a farmer and irrigator all my life. Tam 

commissioner of Ada County Drainage District No. 3, which is re- 
sponsible for the drainage of about 4,200 acres of land in and near 
South Boise, lying south of the Boise River and north of the New 
York and Ridenbaugh irrigation canals. The population within the 
area served by the district is more than 10,000 people. 

[ am also the director in charge of the Reclamation Committee of 
the Boise Chamber of Commerce, and a member of the Boise Valley 
Drainage Committee which is working to provide a solution to both 
rrigation and drainage problems in the Boise River Valley. 

I have also been asked to appear on behalf of Mr. James B. Fifer of 
Mountain Home, in Elmore County, Idaho, as the representative of 
the Mountain Home Reclamation Committee, who at the last moment 
found that it would be impossible for him to make the trip back here 
to testify, as he had planned to do. The committee has authorized 
me to appear for them in his place. 
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he Mountain Home Reclamation Committee is composed of far 
ers, irrigators, businessmen and landowners living in Mountain Home 
ind thet earby area, whose sole objective is to bring about the reclar 
tion of the rich but arid lands which surround Mountain Home. T} 
committee is nonpartisan and nonpolitical. It is willing and anxi 
to work with other groups and organizations to the end that feasil 
reclamation in southwestern Idaho can finally be accomplished. 

Representing these two organizations, I am here to state our oppt 
tion to S. 1333 because it does not prone, for either drainage, bad 
needed in the Boise River Valley, or for irrigation of the Moun g 
Home project. The ne tain ae project casually mentioned, 
not assured, in the bill is so cos tly as to prec lude its serious consi i 
tion within the next 20 years, let alone its completion in our lifetim 
since the construction time is estimate “1 to be 29 year S. Loc rally we hai 
developed a superior p lan to meet our needs known as the Sloan plat 

In the Boise Valley we have a serious drainage problem resulting 
from the application of irrigation water. On the Mountain Home 
desert we need water for irrigation. The two problems in these ad 
joining areas are closely related, and solving the Boise Valley drainage 
problem can be the means for reclamation of the Mountain Home 
lands. 

Recognizing this fact, the Mountain Home Reclamation Committee 
and the Boise Valley Drainage Committee have made an exhaustive 
study = possible feasible projects. In 1952, Mr. W. G. Sloan pre 
sented : program for the economical solution of the Boise Valley 
atlanta problem and the reclamation of the Mountain Home desert. 
The preliminary study indicated that all of this could be accom 
plished without the requirement of excessive Federal investment o1 
any subsidy. This preliminary program, which is known in nie 

s the Sloan plan, has been the subject of constant study by the Bureai 

* Reclamation for over 2 year A report on this proposal was 1 
ah issued by the Bureau of Bas lamation, soserioase a benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.64 to 1. This reclamation and drainage proposal is the 
best subsidy-free irfigation plan remaining in the entire Nation, and 
has the undivided support of both the Mountain Home and Boise com 
mittees. 

The Sloan plan will provide much-needed relief from surplus 
oround water in the Boise Valley. Let me outline this problem, just 
from the standpoint of the area served by Ada County Drainage 
District No. 3. Our drainage difficulties and costs are becoming 
ereater all the time, as the area develops. Even in the summertime, 
the dry season, it is not unusual to have water standing in the borrow 
pits along country roads, with cattails and tules growing. In many 
places, ground water is coming so close to the surface in our fields that 
the land is declining in productivity, and at times we even have dif- 
ficulty in moving farm machinery over it. Orchards have ceased to 
produce, the trees have died, and pasture has bogged and become 

ilueless. 

In some rural areas, basements have become entirely impractical, 
and sewage disposal is a problem. In many years, water actually 
stands in basements as deep as 2 feet. 

Senator ANpERson. How far down is the ground water table there? 

Mr. Tate. It varies from about 18 inches to 2 feet on our particular 
place. It is right square on top. 
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ator ANDERSON. Do you not have a terrible time farming it? 
Ts ‘Te. We surely do. 

Senator ANnprERson. I have 1 field where the water table was up 
2 or 21% feet of the surface, and it was not until the drainage 

t to working ‘and dropped that table 5 or 6 feet that we got any pro- 

tion from it. 

Mr. Tater. Particularly with alfalfa, you have to get the roots 

Nn. and the roots don’t v0 down where you plow a field all up. 
You don’t cut them off any more. 

Over the years, to deal with this growing problem, many drainage 
tches have been constructed and underground tile has been laid. 
oth methods are expensive, both in first cost and upkeep. ‘The 

tches themselves are a waste of productive land, as the average 

tch takes up about seven acres per mile of ditch. This is a fine 
rming area, and with land at $500 an acre, the ditch area alone 
mounts to $3,500 per mile in land value that is lost. 

The worst part of it is that water drained by ditches is wasted 

d lost for further irrigation, in spite of the need for it in other 
reas. A much more economic solution is to use wells, and pump 

drainage water to the surface and into irrigation canals, so that 
oth needs can be served. 

This is both feasible and economical. To prove this point our 
listrict constructed a well in 1952, and have successfully operated 
tever since. The well cost approximately $6,000, and the power cost 
for pumping has been approxim: ite ly 50 cents per acre- foot. 

Senator ANprerson. How big a well, 8- or 10-inch? 

Mr. Tare, No. It is a 16-inch well, 60 feet deep, with a pumping 

ead Ot < 2 feet. 

Senator AnperRson. Somebody was a good purch: ser if you got it 
for $6,000. I have a 16-inch well, and I paid $11,000 for the motor 
alone. 

Mr. Tate. How deep do you have to pump ? 

Senator ANDERSON. Kighty-five feet. 

Mr. Tarr. Of course; this is, you might say, almost a shallow well, 

32-foot drawdown. Actually, our costs last year on that well were 
$Y] » cents per acre-foot for power. 

Senator Anperson. Is it good water / 

Mr. Tare. Very good. 

Senator ANpreRsoNn. That is a very low cost. 

Mr. Tarr. We have put down test wells which show that the water 
table has been lowered about 24 inches at a quartermile radius. With- 
n the affected area field, borrow pits and basements have been un- 
"i atered successfully. This drainage water is reused for Irrig sation 
purposes, and from its sale we now obtain revenue more than sufli- 
‘ent to pay our total pumping costs. 

The necessity for drainage in the Boise Valley and the proximity of 
the Mountain Home desert land led to the dev elopment of the Sloan 
plan for reclamation of the Mountain Home area. The Bureau of 
Reclamation report on this plan is entitled “Alternate Plan for Moun- 
iin Home Irrigation and Drainage Project.” 

The original Mountain Home project, outlined in House Document 
75, Slst Congress, conte mpl: ited the irrigation of some 190,000 acres 
of land, in an area on the Mountain Home desert and extending north- 


; 
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westerly to the Boise area by transmountain diversion of Payett 
River water through a series of costly tunnels. Ba sed on 1948 cost 
estimates, it would have required an investment of $253 million, we 

over $1,000 per acre of land. At 1955 cost levels the project would by 
even more expensive, and the cost per acre might well be in the neigh 
borhood of $1,400. 3 

The project has repeatedly failed of congressional approval, or ever 
interest, because of the great cost involved, and also because of the fact 
that, even after deducting the irrigators’ repayments and the amount 
available for repayment from power revenues, a Federal subsidy of 
over $100 million would still be required. 

From time to time, over the past 6 years, bills and riders have bee 
introduced to tie up the Mountain Home project with the Saher 
tion of a power dam at Hells Canyon, as in the present bills, S. 1333 
and the others in the House of Representatives. But the oa that 
power revenues from a Federal dam at Hells Canyon could be used to 
pay off this subsidy is without merit, because the Bureau of Reclama 
tion payoff schedules for Hells Canyon, as shown in House Document 
473, show that the entire proceeds of the first 53 years of aivehinn 
would be required to pay out its own cost. 

At present-day costs, I understand that the big dam at Hells Canyon 
would require an investment of $400 million, or about $500 for each 
kilowatt of power, without the cost of the power lines. To get the bene 
fit of the claimed power down the river from Hells Canyon, it would 
take more than another half a billion dollars. With the power lines 
and all other costs, the whole thing would run over a billion dollars. 
With costs like that, you can’t have cheap power, and you can’t have an 
irrigation subsidy, either. 

From a practical standpoint—and we farmers are taxpayers, too- 
if the original Mountain Home project is to be constructed from the 
profits of Hells Canyon power, the Government will have to put out 
about $1,250,000,000 for the 2 developments before the United 
States Treasury begins to get some of its money back. We have 
worked long and hard, sometimes unsuccessfully, to get many good 
reclamation developments approved in Idaho. Money is hard to 
come by, and appropriations are hard to get. Based on long years 
of experience, we are not naive enough to believe that Congress will 
reverse itself, and make substantial increases in appropriations for 
irrigation and power construction. 

The Sloan plan, on the other hand, is a practical, present-day possi- 
bility. It will irrigate 108,800 acres at a cost per acre of about $500, 
which is far less than the original proposal. The water for the en- 
tire project can be made available from unused water resources of 
the Boise River, from ground water pumped from the Boise Valley, 
and supplemental water lifted from the Snake River as required. The 
Boise Valley pumping will provide an essential drainage benefit. 
Pumping this surplus ground water into canals and reusing it for 
irrigation lower in the valley will release present water supplies from 
the river for use on the Mountain Home tract. Thus, by this sub- 
stitution of drainage water for river water, 2 objectives will be 
realized in 1 development—both the solving of the Boise Valley 
drainage problem and the irrigation of new land. 

The total cost of this plan, including associated power plants, and 
also including an allocation of the cost of the Arrowrock and Lucky 
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Peak Dams which are already constructed, is estimated at about 
million. Annual water charges to the irrigators and revenues 
n the powerplants from sales of excess power will pay out the 
ject in about 55 years. This is the most sound and self-supporting 
lamation project proposed anywhere in recent years, and both 
Boise Valley Drainage Committee and Mountain Home Reclama- 
| Committee will urge that it receive the favorable consideration 

f Congress. 

he Mountain Home Committee, which I appear for here today, 

: completed the preliminary steps for the formation of an irriga 

district to carry out the irrigators’ part of the program, and 
‘udy have the necessary written approval of more than the ma- 
ty of farmers in the area to form that district. 

One important feature of the Sloan plan that I should mention is 

fact it does not a gy any diversion of waters from the Payette 
River watershed. Thus i avoids the op position of many Payette 
River water users, ok has always been expressed against the 
original Mountain Home plan. 

There is absolutely nothing in S. 1333 and the other Hells Canyon 

ls which in any way assures the present or future development of 

e Mountain Home lands, or any other future reclamation develop- 

ent. It is solely a power proposal. Actually, we feel that the pas- 

ive of S. 1333 will be a great deterrent to irrigation development in 
Idaho because there is a Timited amount of Federal money available 
for construction purposes. This bill only authorizes the construction 
of power features, 

We recognize—everyone except the public power people seems to 
recogonize—that there is a limit to what Congress can do. We are 

‘ich and prosperous and hard-working Nation, but there is a limit 

vhat we can earn, what we can spend, and the taxes that we can 
pay. The farmers know this as well as anyone else. 

W hen pr ivate investment can do a job, and put property on the tax 

lls at the same time, it should be encouraged instead of hamstrung 

d delayed. P roposals for the authorization of Hells C anyon Dam 

ve been be t Congress eve ry year now for 6 years. During the 

“t 2 years it has become a poll tical football, kicked around in a 

\) ing game. Three years a hearings like this one were being 

and 900 fine printed pages constitute the record which was m: ade 

that time. I’ve seen the report. Many of the same witnesses who 

appeared then are back again at this hearing now. That bill failed 

of passage then, as previous attempts to sponsor and authorize the 

‘io Federal dam had failed before. In the meantime the Power Com- 
mission has held another long hearing on it. 

Private investment is ready and willing to relieve the Federal Treas- 
ury of the financial drain required for the construction of the most 
feasible power project in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River, 
thus effectively increasing money available for economically sound 
reclamation projects such as the Sloan plan I have briefly mentioned. 

The people and the groups I represent are unequivoc ally opposed 
to S. 1333 and all other bills like it. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. Tate. 

Is there a proposal now before the Congress on this revised Sloan 
plan? 

Mr. Tate. No, sir. 
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Senator Anperson. Is there any objection to having it come bef. 
he Congress? 

Mr. Tarr. None at all. 

Senator Anperson. Why doesn’t it? 

Mr. ‘Tare. I understand it is in the orderly process of coming be- 
fore the Congress. The Bureau of Reclamation has released a feas 
bility report within the last few weeks, and we hope that the next stey 
will be t » vet it before ¢ ongress for action. 

Senator Anperson. I was thinking certainly Senator Dworshak and 
members of your congressional delegation would bring it forward if 
that hat you peo} le want out there. 

Mr. Tarr. That is certainly what we want. 

Senator Nevpercer. What do you mean by “we”? 

TATE. We, the people | represent here, the Mountain Home 
ition Committee and the reclamation committee of the Boise 

er of Commerce. 
itor Anperson. All I am trying to get at, this would not in any 
, it strikes me, interfere with the Hells Canyon Dam. The repre 
sentation you have made about pumping surplus water from under 
OoTOU! d for the Mountain Home project surely would not necessarily 
be tied to a Hells Canyon Dam, high or low. , 

Mr. Tarr. My only point there, Senator, was that, after all, we seem 
to have some difficulty getting appropriations through Congress. We 
have only so much money. If Federal money is spent at Hells Can- 
yon, there will be that much less money to spend on this type of 
program. 

Senator ANprerson. From your description of the project and from 


your statement of the problem, it does appear to be something which 
should be before this committee, and we would be glad to take a 


_s 2a 


Mr. Tare. I surely would be glad to do what I can to get it started. 

Senator Dworsuax. It will soon be before the committee, I hope, 
Mr. Chairman. It is in the normal process now of voing through the 
various agencies, and when the report of the regional office of the 
Bureau of Reclamation is processed, I am hopeful that we can get 
ome action on the hill. 

Senator Anprerson. We will try to give Senator Dworshak the same 
prompt attention we tried to give Senator Millikin, who had a very 
worthwhile project in Colorado. 

Senator Mir. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neupercer. Could I ask a couple of questions? 

Senator ANpERSON. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neupercer. Is there any objection to the Sloan project 
in Idaho?’ 

Mr. Tarr. No, I don’t think so, Senator, except there is one prob- 
lem there. There are always problems, I guess. The biggest problem 
we see right now would be the exchange of pumped water for orig- 
inal water-right water. We will have to satisfy the farmers who 
accept this well water that their water rights will be protected, which 
I think can be done all right. 

Senator Neupercer. This is interesting. I have had letters from 
those people. In other words, they are concerned about water rights, 
TOO, but those people do not get here for these hearings, I have had 
letters from people in Idaho concerned about what would happen to 
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Lulu 


r water rights in the event of the adoption of the Sloan plan. 
Those people do not get to Washineton, D. C., for these hearings, 
they have the same concern about the water rights that some of 


people have expressed vis a-V1sS Hells Canyon Dam. In other 


ds, a man who is worried about losing his water rights, whether 

is going to lose it to Hells Canyon Dam, in his mind, or to the 
Sloan plan, he is just as concerned, Those people do not get to 
Washington, but they have concern, too, or these letters 1 have re 
ved are totally fiction. 
In other words, there is some of the same concern over the Sloan 
lan as there is on the part of others regarding Hells Canyon Dam, is 
iat not true, on the part of some people ¢ 
Mr. Tare. You can scare anybody out in our country pretty bad 
about taking their water away from them, 


en you Start talking 
uuse, after all, we either have water or we don't, and we are just 
There is that feeling. 
Senator ANprerRsON. Maybe you can help me here. Probably Mr. 
Sloan is going to testify directly on that. You said 108,000 acres 
liow much of that now has water on it / 


Mr. Tarr. None of it. 

Senator ANperRsoN. Then what water rights do they now have? 
You have to put water to beneficial use to get a good right to it. 

Mr. Tare. That is right. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. Then what water right do the people have on 

108,000 acres? I am merely trying to get myself clarified on 

e questions which Senator Neuberger asked. If they do not have 
y water right until they put some water on the ground 
Mr. Tare. U think what Senator Neuberger Was referring to was 


people in the presently irrigated Boise Valley who would ex 


inge their water which they now receive from gravity flow of the 
ld 20 into the same canals, 


Be 
Senator NEUBERGER. That is right. 
Mr. Tate. Then their water would have to be diverted. 
Senator ANDERSON. But it is not the Mountain Home people who 


Boise River, for pumped water which wou 


ire worried 2 

Mr. Tarr. No, no. They haven’t any water right or any water. 
They are drier than—— 

Senator ANDERSON. The people involved under this exchange are 
afraid about their water right é 

Mr. Tarr. Some of them are, yes. 
that is true. 

Senator ANpbeERsOoN. That is a problem which we would come to 
f we got into a discussion of the program and a bill to do it. I was 
trying to find out in my own mind why anybody who did not have 
water would be frightened about his water right after he got some 
vater. They are not the folks about whom Senator Neuberger was 
speaking. Iam straightened out on that now. 

Mr. Tarr. I might explain, no matter how the Mountain Home 
project is watered—and the Bureau’s original proposal was to bring 
water from the neighboring watershed of the Payette River over 
whether we use the Sloan plan or whether another 


Frankly, some of them are, 


through a tunnel 
plan which also has been mentioned there, the Jensen proposal to 


pump out of the Snake, no matter how we do it the water has to come 
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by gravity from Anderson Ranch Dam through what we call 
Long Tom tunnel down onto the Mountain Home project. So tl 
water would have to be exchanged even in that case. They wou 
not receive the same identical water which they received before. I 
would come out of the Payette River under the Bureau’s original plan, 
rather than the Boise River. 

Senator NEusercer. Mr. Tate, another question. I am very curious 
about the source of your costs of the power from Hells Canyon Dai 
Where did you get those figures? What is the source of them? 

Mr. Tare. The source of those? I got those from the Idaho Powe: 
Co. 

Senator Neubercer. Would you call that a reliable source, in view 
of the controversy W hich pertains to it? 

Mr. Tare. I have heard a lot of testimony in the last 2 or 3 days tha 
the costs are going tocome down. I hope so. 

Senator Nreupercer. Are you aware of the fact that we had test 
mony in this past week from engineers of the U. S. Bureau of Recla 
mation and of the Bonneville Power Administration that refutes by 
many — of millions of dollars and by a vast amount per kilo 
watt cost, the figures which you have brought here? 

Mr. Fite. I heard that since I have been here at the hearing. 

Senator Nevsercer. Do you believe that those men know what they 
are talking about? 

Mr. Tare. Sure. I have a lot of confidence in the Bureau of Rec 
lamation, certainly. 

Senator Nevpercer. You submitted the Sloan plan to them? 

Mr. Tarr. Yes. 

Senator Nevupercer. In other words, your only chance to have thi 
Sloan plan adopted 1 is if those same men who were here on these powe! 
cost figures believe that the Sloan plan is feasible, is that not correct? 

Mr. Tare. Surely. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of the fact that Mr. Ostrander, 
the power cost expert of the Bonneville Power Administration, test 
fied that power from Hells Canyon Dam is cheaper than power from 
the Dalles Dam, which is a noncontroversial project supported by 
private power companies, public power advocates, and both politic: al 
parties, on the Columbia River? Are you aware that Mr. Ostrander 
so testified ? 

Tarr. I heard his testimony. I know it was cheaper power. 
Just how cheap, I don’t know. 

Senator Neuspercer. Are you also aware that Mr. Ostrander test 
fied that the figures he gave for Hells Canyon power are only one- 
half the kilow: vs hour rate of the power to be provided in the Upper 
Colorado project, a largely noncontroversial project except for one 
isolated small fe Pies and also that the irrigators in the U pper Col- 
orado, who have some of the same gener al interests as the irrigators 

Idaho, depend upon that power to help maintain and subsidize, 
if you want to use the word, or support—I prefer that word—to help 
support vast irrigation in that area? Senator Anderson and Senator 
Millikin will both agree on that, I am sure. 

Yet if what you say about Hells Canyon power not being able to 
do anything for irrigation in Idaho is true, you would refute and re- 
pudiate the entire upper Colorado project. 
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Mr. Tare. I am not too well acquainted with the upper Colorado. 
\ll I have ever heard out there is that it was an expensive sort of 
sroject over there. 

Senator Neusercer. The point I am trying to get at is that the 
cures you have brought us here, and that you have given over your 

ime as part of your testimony, about the power costs are completely 

futed by Mr. Ostrander of the Bonneville Power Administration 

id by the witnesses of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
to the extent of hundreds of millions of dollars. I just want to know 

you realize that. 

Mr. Tare. Yes, I know there is quite a discrepancy in the costs 
ere. 

Senator Nreupercer. That is all I want. 

Senator Anperson. Could I get into the argument, Mr. Tate, be- 
iuse I have some small interest in this upper Colorado project, to 

int out that while what Senator Neuberger has said is correct, the 

st of power in the Hells Canyon Dam may be 3 mills whereas the 
cost of power from the Glen Canyon Dam may be 6 mills, the reason 

»money from the Hells Canyon Dam is not available for irrigation 
more rapidly than it is, is that they intend to sell that power at a 

ither low figure based upon rather low cost, and they may sell it 
for 314 mills; whereas the power from the dams in the upper Colorado 
project may have to be sold at 6 mills. We do not have a profit 
element in either one of them, really. We are just amortizing the 
cost of the plant out of the rate which is charged for the power. 

If the Hells Canyon power was sold at 6 mills, it would pay for 
tself in a very short time, but nobody out there would buy it at that 
price. 

Mr. Tare. It might be a little hard to sell. 

Senator ANpERSON. You are spoiled out there. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much, Mr. Tate. 

Mr. Tarr. Thank you. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Sloan? 


STATEMENT OF W. G. SLOAN, CONSULTING ENGINEER, LA MESA, 
CALIF.; FORMERLY WITH THE UNITED STATES BUREAU OF 


RECLAMATION 


Senator AnpErson. You may state your name for the record, and 
our experience, Mr. Sloan. 

Mr. Sroan. I am W. G. Sloan, a retired engineer, now living at 
La Mesa, Calif., after over 42 years of active engineering work on 
rrigation and drainage development. 

his experience has included 7 years with the Department of Agri- 
ulture on irrigation and drainage investigations in the State of Idaho 
nd neighbor ing areas in Oregon, Montana, W yoming, and U tah, dur- 

¢ which time my headquarters were in Boise, Idaho, 

Subsequently, 1 was in private engineering practice in Boise from 
919 to 1935, specializing in irrigation and drainage work. re 
that time, I did work at one time or another for practically all « 

major eens rite ts and organizations in Idaho. 

After 1935, I joined the Bureau of Reclamation and was employed 

them on irrigation work, chiefly on the San Juan-Chama trans- 
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mountain diversion to the Rio Grande Valley in New Mexico, and 1 
the greater part ot the time in charge of planning and investigat 
he entire Missouri River Basin. This latter plan was authoriz 
by Congress and has been in the construction stage since 1946, J 
tired from the Bureau of Reclamation on January 1, 1951. 

Since then I have been living in La Mesa, Calif., and have ocecasic 
ally accepted assignme! ts ina consulting capacity for the State 
North Dakota, the State of Wyoming, the San Diego County Wat: 
Authority, the La Mesa Irrigation District and the Idaho Power Co 

During the period 1924 to 1930, while I was in private practice, | 
pio eeredl the deve lop! ment of underground water in parts of the Bois 
Valley, both for drainage and irrigation map es. I was instrument 
in the construction of some 40 irrigation and drainage wells in t] 


valley during that period, and advocated the development of i. 
derground water in the valle yona large scale to serve the dual purpos 


(>i 


of drainage and irrigation. 

Shortly after I had retired, the Idaho Power Co. requested me ti 
return to Idaho for a short time to make a brief study and recon 
mendation for alleviation of the increasing drainage prob lem whi 
was threatening the stability and continued production in many part 
of the Boise Valley where continued high production was essentia 
to their own market for power. 

Ever since 1915, the Boise Valley has been fighting continuous! 
against an overloaded underground water condition. More than 250 
miles of open drain ditches were constructed in the earlier years, and 
this mileage of drains has heen steadily increased to over 300 miles 
at present. But these drains are shallow and inadequate to cope Wit! 
he increasing amount of water contributed to the underground strata 

, the profligate use of water on the surface, Earlier, piecemeal at 
tempts to solve the problem by pumping from wells were eminently 
successful, but the cost of pumping was a deterrent to its universal use. 

Before the Anderson Ranch Reservoir was built, recurrent shortages 
of in eon supplies offered a market for the water which could 
obtained from wells, thus offsetting the cost of pumping by the sale 
of the water produced. But as surface water supplies were augmented 
by storage, the value of water became cheaper and it became evident 
that this : ibundant source of ground water could not be utilized 
competition with cheaper stored water. This combination of cireum 
stances had intensified the need for a new approach to the overall 
ininene problem. 

As I began a reappraisal of this drainage problem in 1952, many 
years after my earlier intimate association in various parts of the 
valley, I realized that the drainage problem had indeed become of 
serious proportions. In almost every portion of the valley, I found 
areas of from several hundred to several thousand acres aggregating 
in total well over 50,000 acres where the water table was within from 
2 to 4 feet from the surface throughout the irrigation season, Many 
acres h: ud gone completely out of production and there was universal 
recognition throughout the valley that something had to be done as 
quickly as possib le to alleviate the situation. 

It was apparent that continuation of the open ditch program would 
not offer a lasting solution. Increased land values made the economic 
loss resulting from the destruction of 7 acres of land by every mile 
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f open ditch a serious objection. This factor, together with the ob 
ous inadequacy of the open drain system, precluded further consid 
ration of that method. 

I therefore began a search for fringe areas of new lands which could 
he brought into cultivation and thus bring about a demand for the 

yuundant ground water supplies which could be obtained at relatively 
ow cost. It was apparent that the job could not be done piecemeal. 
The drainage problem encompassed the entire valley, and the market 
or the excess water must therefore be of considerable magnitude. 

It or: adually became apparent that the surest and most economical 

an to solve the drainage problem and proy ide for the development 

f new land lay in the Mountain Home and Hillcrest units of a 
project for which the Bureau of Reclamation had already made plans 

) import the necessary water supply from the Payette River water 
hed at an enormous cost per acre, 

Senator ANnpberson. Mr. Sloan, relatively where is the Mountain 
Home project from the city of Boise and from the area where there is 
iow surplus water ¢ 

Mr. Siroan. Most of the irrigated area lies west of the Boise in the 
Boise Valley, west and a little bit south. There are some 300,000 
wres In this green area on the Boise River which now require this 
serious drainage work. 

The Mountain Home project is composed of this unit (in yellow) 
east of the Boise area about 30 miles: and the Hillcrest area, which 

addition to the Boise project, directly south of Boise and cover 
ne Ae higher than is presently covered by gravity canals. 

Altogether in this area there are about 192,000 acres of land. 

Senator .npeRsON. What is the elevation of the Mountain Home 

nd compared with the land down in the Boise area ¢ 

Mr. Suoan. The Mountain Home lands are from 300 to 500 feet 
tigher than the lands in the Boise area, while the lands in th 
Hillerest unit are approximately an average of 150 feet higher. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you. 

Mr. Sioan. Repeating: It gradually became apparent that the 

urest and most economical plan to solve the drainage problem and 
provide for the development of new land lay in the Mountain Home 
ind Hillerest units of a project for which the Bureau of Reclamation 
had already made plans to import the necessary water supply from 
the Payette River watershed at an enormous cost per acre. 

I might point out where that is on the same map. The Payette 
River lies in another watershed hate of Boise, and the original plan 
of the Bureau was to divert wate a a long tunnel from the 
x avette River watershed southe cng » Boise, emptying into the river 
at the Lucky Peak Dam and then avanti it from there to the 
Hillerest unit. 

Finally, out of my study came a report which outlined what ha 
come to be known as the alternate plan for the development of the 
major portion of the Mountain Home area and an adequate complete 
drainage system for the Boise Valley. That report is printed in full 
in a document of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
House of Representatives, 83d session, and known as committee print 
No. 4. This document also contains a review of the alternate plan 
proposed by James K. Carr who was the engineering consultant to the 
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committee at that time. I would like at this time to submit for th 
record a copy of this report. 

Within the limited time and resources available to me at the time 
the report outlines the possibilities in the area and discusses the pro! 
able costs and methods by which the plan could be accomplished. 

After consultation with local officials of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the State reclamation engineer for Idaho, and representatives of thy 
various irrigation and drainage districts in the Boise Valley, it was 
decided to request an investigation by the Bureau of Reclamation of 
the proposal and a report on the alternate plan. 

Subsequent conferences in Washington resulted in the allocation of 
funds for the investigation. After 2 years of study of the plan, the 
Bureau issued their report dated November 1954. Copies of this re 
port were made available to the committee by Mr. White of the Bureau 
of Reclamation last Monday. The report definitely establishes that 
the alternate plan is economically feasible, that the project can stand 
on its own merits, and requires no contribution from sources other 
than those inherent in the plan itself, and can be accomplished without 
importation of additional water from the Payette River watershed. 

The plan requires a total capital investment of less than one-third 
of that required for the original plan proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the cost per acre is less than one-half that of thy 
original plan. As a whole, the plan as now reported is for a project 
which can pay for itself within the customary time under reclamatio 
law with no outside subsidy. 

The alternate plan provides adequate drainage for the entire Boise 

Valley by means of 515 wells which will be equipped to extract the 
underground water and deliver it for use on adjoining lands. This 
water supply, which will average 225,000 acre-feet per year, will be 
exchanged for an equivalent amount of the flow in the Boise River. 

Senator Jackson. Have the people in the Boise Valley indicated 
that they will agree to that ? 

Mr. Sitoan. We have had a committee of the various irrigation and 
drainage districts working on this for the last 2 years, and it is with 
their support that these things have been done. No action has been 
possible on it because the report of the Bureau was made available only 
about 2 weeks ago. 

Senator Jackson. You see my point, Mr. Sloan. The people who 
have water rights in that valley obviously have to consent. 

Mr. Sioan. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. So you are advocating a plan which is predicated 
on the assumption they will consent. 

Mr. Stoan. Certainly. 

Senator Jackson. The reason I am putting the question to you now, 
do you know whether or not the yw ill consent ? 

Mr. Stoan. I do not. 

Senator Jackson. That is pretty important, is it not ? 

Mr. Stoan. I have some suggestions to make on that a little later. 

Senator Warkrns. Has the matter been presented to them? 

Mr. Stoan. No; only in outline before this. 

Senator Jackson. I understand there is a grave question whether 
the people in the Boise Valley will consent to it. 

Mr. Sitoan. There may be soiae question, Lut if you care to have me 
O into that now, I will be glad to. 


= 
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Senator Jackson. No. You proceed. I wanted to get your com 
ment on that, because it is so important to the whole project. 

Senator Warkins. Is the ‘re any objection to the quality of the water 
from the people up there 

Mr. Stoan. None caaboan: 

Senator Jackson. But it is a private property right which is 
nvolved. 

Mr. Suoan. If I may go on: 

This underground water supply amounts to 225,000 acre-feet per 
ear. 

Near the lower edge of the Boise project, a pumping plant will be 
sti alled in Snake River, an entirely different stream, to pump Sn: ike 
River water into Deer Flat Reservoir, thus replacing an average of 
(50,000 acre-feet per year which are now being diverte ‘d into Deer Flat 
Reservoir from the Boise River. 

[ think I had better point this out to you on the map. ‘This is Deer 
Flat Reservoir on the Boise project. It now supplies some 50,000 
wres of land of the Boise River project. 

Senator Jackson. How many acre-feet / 

Mr. Stoan. It is from 150,000 to 170,000 acre-feet per year. That 
is carried to the Deer Flat Reservoir by a canal dive rting above Boise, 
known as the New York Canal, on the edge of the project and into the 
reservoir at that point. Then it is redistributed from this reservoir 
to 50,000 acres of land between there and Snake River. 

This proposal provides for a pumping plant on the Snake River 

his point to pump Snake River water into Deer Flat to take the 
Jace of the water which has been diverted from the Boise River. 

Senator Warkins. It can go there by gravity ? 

Mr. Siroan. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. No pumping is required for that ? 

Mr. Stoan. I will explain that a little later. 

The average annual surplus of water now unused in the Boise River 
s 225,000 acre-feet per year. ‘hus, in addition to accepting the com- 

plete drainage of the Boise Valley, an additional supply of water 
averaging 600,000 acre-feet per year can be made available for the 
rrigation of new lands. That is ‘composed of 225,000 feet of ground 
water, 150,000 in Deer Flat, and 225,000 surplus in the Boise River at 
the present time. 

Senator Anperson. You use that on 123,000 acres? 

Mr. Stoan. On 109,000 acres. 

Senator ANDERSON. Five feet per year. What are they going to 
oTOW ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. The Boise Valley on the average is diverting 6 acre-feet 
to the acre now. 

Senator ANpERsON. No wonder they have ground water. 

Mr. Sroan. That is right. 

Senator WarTkins. Do they require that amount of water ? 

Mr. Stoan. In my opimon they do not, but that is what they have 
been doing for at least 35 years. 

Senator ANpersoNn. IX’ven if you were growing a oitalte all over every 
foot of it, you would not need more than, what, » acre a ¢ 

Mr. Sioan. I say they need approximately 5 acre-feet. I said 4 
for the Mountain Home project. The Bureat 1 of Reclamation dis. 
greed with me and put it at 5.4. 


cr 
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Senator WatrKins. Isthata gravelly soil ? 

Mr. Stoan. Not on the Mountain Home project. It is on the Boiss 
Iti underlaid by gravel. That is why there is so much under 
wate there, 

natol Ws vrkINS. They have to have that because it drains off 


AN. They lose a great deal of water by deep percolation and 
In tact. over 35 percent of it 
r hese lands are In two > divisions of the so-called Mountain Home 
project, namely, the Long Tom division of 103,500 acres and the Hill- 
crest oe Of 5.000 acres, In addition, a sup yplement iy wate! 
supply ill be furnished to 5,000 acres of land in the vicinity of 
Mountain Home now with an inadequate water supply. Powerphi ints 
of 30.000 kilowatts capacity eac h will be installed in the Irrigatioi 
ystem for the Long Tom division, and at the outlets of the Lucky Peak 
Dam on the Boise River now practically completed. These two power- 
plants will furnish all of the required future pumping facilities re 
quired in the plan, and permit the commercial sale of additional 
quantities of power which the Bureau estimates will return $260,00' 
annually toward sr ener on the cost of the project. 
A comparison of the estimated cost of the original Bureau plan as 


) 


given in House ‘seearnrtanen 173, Slst Congress, 2d session, and the 
alternate plan as given in the special report of the Bureau dated 
November 1954, is given in the following tabulation. 

(The tabulation referred to follows :) 


The Bureau estimates for the original plan as of March 1950 


Mountain Home allocation of cost of Cascade Reservoir on ciplendbcnaid as Sees See: O60 
Smith Ferry diversion dam and reservoir 7 , oot. OOO 
SI hs Ferry-Scriver Creek tunnel ‘ : : 9, 189, 000 
Scriver Creek powerplants : aes aed 7, 323, 000 


Scriver Creek Dam and Reservoir : - me ; 2, 954, 000 
Seriver Creek-Garden Valley tunnel % , ce a ] , : 8, 828, 000 


Total . 6 Fa as 540, 000 
Garden Valley Dam and Reservoir calaesisbieatdedeundinaniniains ieetbin ey ee 
Garden Valley powerplant °. : fib se . 5, S77, 000 
Boise-Payette aqueduct (including More’s Creek tunnel) 5, 873, 000 
Hillcrest division: 

Main canal system ——— = ‘ - es , 477, 000 
Swan Falls pumping plant—_- , 145, 000 
Lateral system ; 3 Lies : 4, 850, 000 
Drainage . ‘ ied sina nme e — . 175, 000 
Long Tom division: 
Diversion dam on Boise River dee , 948, 000 
Long Tom tunnel a ‘ : : , 479, 000 
Canyon Creek diversion dam. * ; i 175, 000 
Long Tom main Canal system = aoe 38, 186, 000 
Lateral system__._.__-- ; \ ahem 5, 250, 000 
Drainage Ne , 625, 000 
Other miscellaneous items.z- se alidae secret 9, 066, 000 


Total for entire project 7 . a aS : 53. 234. 000 


Mr. Sitoan. I won’t go into detail on this t: Lalit ation, but the total 
cost of the Bureau plan in that report is given as $253 million. They 
are irrigating approximately 75,000 acres more than I do on this 
alternate plan, but that is because they bring more water over from 


the Pay ette River. 
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For the alternate plan, the esti:nated cost by the 


56.829 O00, 


(The tabulation of the alternate plan follows:) 


the Alternate Plan 


* Flat pumping system (from Snake River to Deer Flat 
9 a4, DYO5, COU 
rise Valley drainage—515 wells ; OOO 
yon Creek power plant D, O00 
Lucky Peak power plant ‘ a O00 
Hillcrest division OOO 
Long Tom d 
arm Unit development 000 
neral property : 000 
Existing reservoirs: 
Arrowrock reservoir ‘ 307. 000 
Lucky Peak reservoir ; OOO 


vision - 000 


Total for the entire project S76, S29, 000 


Mr. SLOAN. In final Ssulmary, the alternate plan provides the fol- 
owlng advantages: 
1. An economical solution to the Boise River drainage problem. 

2. Use of Boise River drainage water instead of transfer of Payette 
River water to the Boise Valley. 

3. Construction time would be reduced from 30 years to less than 
10 years. 

t. The entire cost would be repaid within a resonable repayment 
period. 

>». No duplicates of facilities that would prevent additional develop 
nent of the remaining suitable land in the Mountain Home area when 
water can be made available from other sources. 

Now I would like briefly to discuss the point which the Senator has 
made about the possibility of transfer of this water. 

Senator Anprerson. Before you begin that, will you sometime dis- 
uss whether the “onstruction ot this project outlined under the alter- 
nate plan would in any way affect the operation of Hells Canyon Dam 
or if it would atfect in any way the Idaho Power Co.’s project for 
three dams. or would it be completely independent of either one of 
them 7 

Mr. SLoan. Only in this respect : Ttis proposed that revenues from 
the power plant be utilized for subsidizing the irrigation of this proj- 
ect. This merely shows that no subsidy is required. It can be devel- 
oped as a separate project. 

Senator ANDERSON. Completely separate ¢ 

Mr. Sitoan. Completely separate. 

Senator Neupercer. May | ask a question, Mr. Sloan. How many 
acres would be irrigated under your plan ¢ 

Mr. Sioan. It is 103,000 acres on the Long Tom project, plus a 
supplemental supply for 5,000 acres, 

Senator Neupercer. It is 108,500 maximum total. 

Mr. Stoan. And 5,000 acres on the Hillcrest unit. 

Senator Neupercer. What is envisioned in the Mountain Home 
project in the Bureau’s proposal ? 

Mr. Suoan. A total of 192,000. 

Senator Nevupercer. A difference of what, about 75,000 ? 

Mr. Stoan. About 75,000. 
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Senator Nevusercer. I am not very familiar with the Mountai 
Hfome project. I have been there many times, but I am not familia 
with the details. Was there a second phase of that proposed by th« 
Bureau which would have additional acreage ? 

Mr. Siroan. The only difference between this alternate plan and the 
plan of the Bureau is in the Hillerest unit. The Long Tom unit, 
which is around Mountain Home, is identical with the Bureau plan, 
acre foracre. It is their pl: om That acreage is limited by the supply 
in the Boise River and not by the amount of water which can be im- 
ported. There is only that much water available in the Boise Rivet 
at that point. 

Senator Neupercer. There is a stage 2 to the Bureau plan. What 
is stage Y¢ 

Mr. Stoan. I don’t know. The rest of the Bureau plan as origi 
nally proposed was to irrigate the balance of the 192,000 from the 
Hille rest canal, which comes directly out of the Boise River. This 
irrigates only 5.000 of that amount. 

I don’t know what the second stage was, because there was no more 
water proposed for the area than for that additional 75,000. 

Senator Nevpercer. But even forgetting the so-called stage 2, ther 
is a 75,000-acre difference in the two projects? 

Mr. Stoan. That is right. 

Senator Neunercer. I wanted to bring that out for the benefit of 
our distinguished chairman, because he is concerned about the total 
acreage of farmland available in the United States. 

Senator Anperson. Yes, lam. There again, I am not in a hurry 
over the next 10 years. We have surpluses ahead of us for a good 
many of these years, 5 or 6 of them anyhow. After 10 to 15 years, 
certainly 20 years, unless we greatly develop our agricultural tech 
nology, we are going to be looking for 35 million acres a land some 

where. We are going to have to make as much of it as we can. 
W hen that time comes, I think this project will be Pah: ‘ly useful. 

I recognize that you are going to have some — ulties in the State 
of Idaho to get approval of this project if it in any way seems to 
jeopardize present water satean 

Mr. Stoan. It always has been supposed that there were about 
400,000 acres in the Mountain Home area which could be irrigated. 
I don’t know what the final land classification will show, but when 
the time comes that it is desirable to irrigate the rest of that plan, this 
plan interferes in no way with bringing the same amount of water 
over from the P ayette Ri iver which was in the original plan, and it 

‘an be applied in the same manner to the increa ised acreage on the 
Mounts ain Home project. 

Senator Anperson. In the meantime, you will achieve drainage of 
the Boise project, which is highly desirable. 

Mr. Stoan. Which is an essential part of the project. 

Senator Anperson. Does the high water table bother trees? 

Mr. Stoan. Yes. Many acres of orchard have been taken out be- 

‘ause the trees have died, and many more acres are threatened. 

Senator Warkrns. I wanted to ask, if you do not put the Boise 
River water on that area and rely on pumping, how long is your water 
supply going to last if you are not bringing in a new source? 

Mr. Stoan. The Bureau of Reclamation report says that there is 
ample water to pump the amount required in this plan without de- 
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leting the underground water. You should realize that there are 
00,000 acres there now with a water table less than 6 feet from the 
surface. 

Senator Warxtns. How deep is the underground water reservoir ? 

Mr. Svoan. It averages 100 to 150 feet to the bed formation beneath 

hich there is no more gravel. 

Senator Warxrns. It is an entire gravel base? 

Mr. Sioan. It is a big reservoir with an enormous capacity, and 
has been filling up for the last 40 years. 

Senator Warxkrns. Is there any source of supply from outside that 
basin ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. The Boise River itself. This is only a supplementary 
supply within the valley itself. It merely substitutes this drainage 
water for water they are already getting. They will continue to 
livert from the Boise River 600,000 acre-feet, together with the drain- 
ige water, to supply the present area. 

Senator Warxkrins. In other words, this would not take all of the 
Boise River out. 

Mr. Siroan. Nowhere near it. It takes only about 25 percent of it. 

Senator Warxins. Are the conditions known which existed there 
prior to the heavy irrigation in that area? I mean the underground 
supply. What was it prior to the irrigation ? 

Mr. Stoan. It has been irrigated since about 1895. I don’t recall 
ever having read or seen anything as to what the condition was there 
previously. 

Senator Watkins. You do not know what the water table was prior 
to the irrigation ? 

Mr. Stoan. No. It was evidently fairly close at the time, but not 
nearly so high as it is now. 

Senator Warxtns. So there has been an appreciable increase due 
to irrigation ? 

Mr. Stoan. That is right. The Bureau estimates that within the 
last 10 or 15 years there has been a million acre-feet added to the 
eround-water storage. 

Senator Warkrns. Is it on the increase, or is it more or less stabilized 
now ¢ 

Mr. Sioan. It is still increasing, but it has gotten so high now that 
the surface runoff is about equal to the amount coming in. It can’t 
get any higher 

Senator AnpErson. Senator Goldwater, Mr. Sloan has been talking 

about the water problem up there, and the amount of water they are 

going to need on the so-called Mountain Home project. They have 
talked about a diversion by pumping totaling 600,000 acre-feet for 
109,000 acres, nearly 6 feet to the acre. 

I thought that was a large amount, but it does not seem to be up 
there. Yet in your State there are thousands of acres where, if they 
ould raise the amount of available water from 2 acre-feet to 21% 
acre-feet, it would be a godsend to them. 

Senator Gotpwater. We have one project which runs about 14 acre 
feet a year, to grow cotton. 

Senator Jackson. Suppose we get back to the question I asked here 
a while back. 

Mr. Stoan. Your concern is about the transfer of water rights or 
exchange of water rights. Back in 1916, three irrigation districts in 
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he Boise Valley—the Nai mipa Meridian Irrig: ition District of about 
55.000 acres. the Pioneer oy vation District of 34.000 acres, and the 
Settler’s Irrigation District of 23,000 acres madame into contracts 
with the Bureau of Re ieteeaiied to purchase water in Arrowrock 
Reservoir, and at the same time pay for construction of a drainage 


system in those areas. In many respects it was compar: able to the 
condition that we are talking about now. In that contract they all 
agreed that in lieu of Arrowrock storage water, the Government could 
deliver to them water developed by the drainage system. 

That contract has been carried out and that exchange has been made 
ever since 1916. The precedent was long ago established, and all ot 
these districts have been liv ing under that. and there never has been 
iny complaint about it. The contracts are paid out, the exchange still 
goes on. In all, I cannot say how much was exchanged in that way, 
but it was on the magnitude of 100,000 acre-feet per year. That was 
an exchange of existing drainage water for Arrowrock storage. 

Senator JAcKkson. A contract going back to 1916. 

Mr. Suoan. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. How about 1955? What is their position? 

Mr. Stoan. I don’t know. We have not even put it up to them yet. 
We have not had time. We have been waiting for this report from 
the Bureau. 

Senator Jackson. I appreciate that, Mr. Sloan, but the point in 
considering this matter, as far as this committee is concerned, is that 
the consent of the water owners and their proprietary rights in the 
valley is of course a condition precedent to the whole project. 

Mr. Stoan. I have no control over how the Bureau would approach 
if now. 

Senator Anprerson. Not as to the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Jackson. Not as to Hells Canyon, but as to his proposal. 

Mr. Stoan. This proposal is not before Congress, and it will not be 
until we have those agreements worked out. 

Senator Jackson. The attitude on water rights, from all the tes- 
timony here and from-what we have heard for a long time in Congress, 
is such that to get people to give up something for something else that 
might be even better is not alw: ays possib le. 

Mr. Stoan. I realize how toue hy a problem that was. 

Senator Jackson. That is why I asked this question. 

Mr. Stoan. I have atte mpted to educate the people from time to 
time as to what I was proposing. They are fully aware of what is in 
the proposal. It is merely a matter now of negotiating. 

Senator Jackson. How many water districts do they have to nego- 
tiate with in the Boise Valley? 

Mr. Stoan. Probably 7 or 8. 

Senator Jackson. They in turn, of course, would have to get the 
consent of their members. 

Mr. Stoan. I think these are the contracts which were voted on 
at one time. 

Senator Jackson. I say consent either by contract or by whatever 
the law is in Idaho. 

Mr. Sroan. By contract. 

Senator Jackson. The irrigation districts usually require a 60- 
percent vote, or something of that sort. 
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senator W ATKINS. What happens to this drainage water if you do 
ot make disposition of it such as you are proposing ¢ 


Mr. SLOAN. It oes back into the lower end of the Boise River and 


he Snake River and is not reused. 

Senator ANpDERSON. You said you had something additional. 

Mr. Sroan. I was merely quoting those earlier statements about 
those contracts which already have been entered into on the Snake 
for water, which I took as a pattern for my thinking on this project. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Sloan, let me get one thing straight. In 
ther words, no real approach has been made to these people to sur 

render their water rights because the plan has not vet been acted upon 
by the Bureau, is that correct 

Mr. SLoAn. They have issued their re port. I don’t know what you 
nean by “action.” There port has just come out. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Have they endorsed it or recommended it 

Mr. Stoan. The Bureau ? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 

Mr. Sioan. They have said that it was economically feasible. 

Senator Neupercer. I cannot quibble about language. Has the 
Bureau of Reclamation recommended enactment or adoption of the 
plan? JLamnot familiar with the technical language. 

Mr. Stoan. Lamsure I don’t know. 

Senator Watkins. Ordinarily they do not do that. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, the *y have given this the maxi 
mum endorsement they have ever given to: anything e Ise # 

Mr. Svoan. That is right. 

Senator Neupercer. The Bureau of Reclamation has done that. 
But this plan is not now before the Congress, is that right / 

Mr. Stoan. That is right. 

Senator Nrusercer. In other words, your purpose in coming here, 
then, is not for the Congress to act affirm: ative ly on this, but to act 

negatively on the proposed Federal Hells Canyon Dam / 

Mr. Stoan. The purpose is merely to show that this is a presen 
which always has been considered as ‘being connected with Hells C 

yon, in that it would be the recipient of the additional subsidy that 
Hells Canyon would furnish. I am merely showing that the project 
can be built without that subsidy. 

Senator NreuBercer. By “the project,’ you mean the irrigation 
project ¢ 

Mr. Swoan. That is right. 

Senator NevuBercer. But your purpose in coming here—I want to 
get it straight—is to oppose S. 13332 

Senator AnDerson. I did not hear him say a word against it. 

Senator Neusercer. I am trying to find out. 

Senator Jackson. I understand his testimony—I do not know the 
exact relevance of all of this—is that this project has no bearing at 
all on the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Sitoan. Except that it does take away some of the attractiveness 
of Hells Canyon as a source of subsidy for irrigation in Idaho. That 
isthe only point I wish to make. 

Senator JAcKson. But the revenue will be there whether we want 
to use something else or not. 

Mr. SLOAN. This was the obvious place for it to be used. 





OHSS HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Senator NevBeRGER. Do you support S. 1333 ? 

Mr. Stoan. I do not. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You have no stand on it? 

Mr. Sioan. No; I dohaveastand. I would oppose it. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Is that your purpose in coming here? 

Mr. Sroan. No, sit 

Senator NeuBerGerR. What is your purpose in coming here ? 

Mr. Stoan. Toexplain this program. 

Senator Jackson. What has this program really got to do with it? 

Senator NEUBERGER. What has it to do with it, then? 

Mr. Sitoan. The point that I made before, that you do not need ; 
subsidy from Hells Canyon to support this irrigation project in Id: tho. 
[t always has been held out as bait for the people, that the subsidie 
from Hells C anyon would help to build this project. 

Senator Warkins. That is interesting to know, because that has 
been one of the things which has been urged on me privately. 

Senator Jackson. Of course his whole plan is predic ated on the as- 
sumption that we have no assurance that the people in the Boise Valley 
will consent. 

Senator Warkrins. We have no assurance on any of these, as a matter 
of fact. 

Senator Anperson. If the people in the Boise Valley do not need the 
money, the Treasury of the United States can use it, I understand. 

Mr. Sroan. That is true. 

Senator Warxkins. With respect to practically any of these projects, 
they finally have to be submitted to the water users after they have been 
authorized by the Congress. You have to organize conservancy dis 
tricts and water districts and go out and get contracts approved. 

Senator Jackson. These districts are all in being. 

Senator Warkrys. I understand they are in being. Any kind of 
reclamation proposal finally has to be submitted to the water users. 
On the Provo River project about half of the people at one time said 
they would turn it down. 

Senator Neupercer. But these people have to surrender existing 
water rights. How many of the projects in Utah called for people to 
surrender existing rights before the project could come into being ? 

Senator Warxkrns. In Utah when we have water which we can ex- 
change for other water, as a matter of State law we can bring it about. 

Senator Neupercer. You can force the people ¢ 

Senator Warxrns. Certainly. Water of the same quality, you can 
by exchange. 

Mr. Stoan. Under all State laws, if you substitute an equally good 
ource of supply for the supply whic h the owner is using now, it is 
perfectly legal to do so. 

Senator Nevpercer. In other words, then, it is contemplated under 
your plan that some of these people will be forced to surrender their 
water rights by State law. 

Mr. Stoan. No. That is not so. They will not be forced to relin- 
quish anything. They will vote on this proposition of a contract to 
exchange their water rights. 

Senator NeuserGer. Suppose they do not vote on it, then—— 

Mr. Stoan. The district as a whole will make the exchange if they 
have voted for it. 
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Senator NEUBERGER. Suppose they do not vote affirmatively, then 

ill they be forced to do so under State law ? 

Mr. Sxioan. Individuals don’t have the water rights. It is in the 
districts. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Suppose the district as a whole does not. Sup- 
pose there is not a majority vote in the district. 

Mr. Siroan. Then it will not be done. 

Senator Neupercer. And State law will not force them to do it ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. No. 

Senator Neupercer. Then there would be no such plan as you 
nvisage. 

Mr. Stoan. Well, if you want to stretch it that far. 

Senator Jackson. That is not stretching it. 

Mr. Stoan. Yes, it is. 

Senator Neupercer. You think there is no possibility of a negative 
vote ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. Will you please remember that there is only 225,000 
acre-feet of this ground water which is being exchanged as compared 
toa total of 600,000. It is not going to be fatal to the project if that is 
decreased by some minor amount by some of the districts refusing to 
exchange their water. 

Senator Neupercer. Then what will the acreage be reduced to? 

Mr. Stoan. That I don’t know until we know how many of them 
would sign up. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. It seems to me this discussion would come up 
very properly if the bill comes up before the committee, but it does 
not in any way involve the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Mitirkin. The only relevancy at the present time is, you 
say, that certain revenues which were advocated as coming from 
Hells Canyon will not be needed if this plan is approved 

Mr. Srtoan. That is right, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. But it does not affect the feasibility of Hells 
Canyon one iota. The power revenues come in nevertheless. It does 
not affect the total revenue, Mr. Sloan. How could 

Mr. Sroan. It is the disposing of the revenue that I refer to. 

Senator Jackson. That does not affect the income, does it? 

Mr. Stvoan. Not a bit. 

Senator Anperson. We could use that to build part of the upper 

es ado River project and pay for it quickly that way. We would 

e happy to have all that extra money. 

Senator Jackson. If Idaho does not want the subsidy, maybe Utah 
and Colorado will take it. 

Senator Neupercer. When did you start to work on this plan, 
Mr. Sloan? 

Mr. Stoan.- I think it was in 1952 

Senator Neupercer. Were you employed by the Idaho Power Co. 
to do that? 

Mr. Stoan. I was. 

Senator Nevsercer. That is fairly relevant in time to the increased 

agitation for high Hells Canyon Dam, is it not? 

“Mr. SLOAN. T thought it had been going on long before that. 

Senator Neupercer. When were the first bills introduced in the 
Congress for Hells Canyon Dam? 1950, was it not! 
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Mr. Sioan. I don’t know. 

Senator Neupercer. I am not sure of the exact year. 

How much relevance do you think there is betwee ‘nm your emp oy 
ment by the Idaho Power Co. to draw up this plan, and the company’ 
opposition to Hells Canyon Dam ? 

Mr. Siroan. None whatever. 

Senator Nevupercer. None whatever. But you are here today, 
though, to show that your plan is a reason to militate against, a 
reason why Congress should not enact Hells Canyon Dam legislation. 
Why else are you here, then / 

Mr. Stoan. I think there is some relevance after I had found out 
what the whole plan could be. At first there was no indication of 

t. because I was merely trying to solve the drainage problem in the 
Boise Valley. As my thinking went along on that, I found I wanted 
a market for that water, and gradually it enlarged 

Senator Anperson. As a matter of fact, Mr. Sloan, if they put in 
500 pumps, the Idaho Power Co. would pick up a good many cus 
tomers. That is just ordinary business, is it not? 

Mr. Stoan. I should explain that in this plan, all of the power 
used on the project is developed on the project, and the Idaho Power 
Co. comes into it only because they transmit the.power from these 
plants to the pumping locations. 

Senator Jackson. Is it not quite unusual for a power company to 
get into the business of working on irrigation projects? 

Mr. Sioan. It is very unusual. 

Senator Jackson. That is what I thought. 

Senator Anperson. I try to run a little business once in a while, 
and I do not object to finding a new customer. I would think that the 
Idaho Power Co. would look with great enthusiasm on the settlement 
of the Mountain Home area if, as a result of it, they had people who 
wanted to run little copper wires into their house to take care of 
refrigerators and lights and everything else. I think it would be 
very much to their interest. I do not see anything wrong with that, 
but if they are trying to use it to beat down some other project, that 
is another story. 

Senator Jackson. I understand, Mr. Chairman, that not a great 
deal of power will be furnished by Idaho ees ; that all the power 
for the pumping will come from—how many generators did you say ? 

Mr. Stoan. Two 30,000-kilowatt plants. 

Senator Jackson. Is that not right? 

Mr. Stoan. That power will all be used for pumping. 

Senator Jackson. Right. 

Mr. Stoan. The incidental power for the new homes, and all of that, 
will of course be furnished by the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Jackson. But Idaho Power will not furnish anything di- 
rectly on the irrigation project ? 

Mr. Stoan. To the new homes they will. 

Senator Jackson. Obviously. Where else could they buy it, Mr. 
Sloan ? 

Mr. Stoan. They couldn’t buy it any other place. 

Senator Jackson. Right. That is inevitable when there is only 
one company furnishing it, is it not? 

Mr. Stoan. The addition of 110,000 acres of new land materially 
increases the market. 
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Senator Jackson. But is it not unusual for a ag tee company to go 
ut and propose irrigation projects? Normally, is 1t not the prac- 


CA - 

Senator Anperson. I do not know why it is. You said you had 
vorked on the San Juan-Chama transmountain diversion. 

Mr. Stoan. Yes. 

Senator ANpERsoN. I was probably one of the most vocal advocates 
f that. I looked upon that as a great opportunity to increase the 
size of my hometown. I have a business in that town. If the busi- 
ness of the town increases, I try to get my share and a little bit more, 
probably, than my share. The power company in our community 

it up money for the surveys of the San Juan-Chama transmountain 
ilversion, and I vot it from them, and the newspapers did, and every 
tore up and down the street did. 

If you hold it to that, Iam satisfied. If you try to bring it in and 
try to kno k some other project out, 1 would get worried, but as long 
is they are out doing a job of trying to find some new customers for 
their business, that is how I built what little business I have, and 
Senator Goldwater down there, from Arizona, does not overlook an 
ypportunity to get a new customer. 

i stayed in the hotel out in Phoenix aw: Ly out of town, but there is 
a Goldwater shop out there where I could separate myself from a few 
lollars. 

Senator Gorpwater. I trust that _ did. (Laughter) 

Senator Anperson. I not only did, but it was a pleasure. 

Senator Watkins. Mr. Chairman, there may be some relevant ques 
tions here. I do not know the facts. I wish to ask some questions 
with respect to the water that gets into the Snake River. 

I imagine the water supply is certainly relevant to this dam. 

You state that the water which now is coming out of these drains 
ind which is backing up in this underground basin eventually feeds 
into the Snake River and runs on down to the Hells ¢ anyon area ¢ 

Mr. SLoan. Approximately LOO.000 acre-feet a year runs out of 
the Boise River into the Snake River. 

Senator Warkins. If this program which you are talking about 
were put into effect, would it deplete the supply which would go down 
into Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. The Bureau has estimated it would deplete it about 
200,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Watkins. Each year ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. Yes. 

Senator WATKINS. Then it does have some rel vance, 
program were put into effect it might cut down the w 
Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Stoan. It is a part of the depletion which 
ture to the water supply. 

Senator Warxkins. To that extent it certainly 
whole problem. 

Mr. Sioan. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Are there further questions? 

Senator Jackson. I am sorry, I did not get th 
again ? 

Senator Watkins. The water supply which i 
to furnish the Hells Canyon Reservoir with suf 
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made up of the drainage water which comes out of the Boise Valley, 
some 400,000 acre- ~* T understand. 

Mr. Sioan. Per ye 

Senator Warkins. "E hat now comes out of this area. If this proj 
ect which Mr. Sloan has described is put into effect, it will deplete. 
according to Bureau of Reclamation figures, about 200,000 acre-feet 
a year. Whether that is enough to interfere or not, 1 do not know, 
but at least it isa depletion. 

Senator Jackson. What will that do to the reservoirs behind the 
three Idahodams? How would it affect that / 

Mr. Sioan. It would deplete that correspondingly. 

Senator WATEINS. What is the difference in the water supply be 
tween the two pl: ins ¢ 

Mr. Stoan. The supply coming in is the same in both cases. 

Senator WarkIns. | know, but what is the amount to be stored ? 

Mr. Sioan. Only from what I have heard here, in one it is 3,800,000 
and in the other it is 1 million. 

Senator Jackson. They both take water to run through the pen 
stocks to turn the turbines, whether it has a private or public label on 
it. right? 

Mr. Sioan. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. O. K. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Sloan, do you not think there is one thing 
which is rather interesting. I have been here during almost all 
this. We have had witnesses earlier, people opposing this dam, state 
- it the thing they are most concerned about is the water rights. The) 

e terribly fearful about their water rights. Ido not blame a person 
living on irrigated land for feeling that way. I once went up the 
Boise Valley and wrote a series of articles for a magazine about fami 
lies living there. ‘That is their life’s blood. ‘They are concerned about 
water rights. 

Yet you come here today as a man employed by the Idaho Powe1 
Co., and you are advocating a plan which requires the people in the 
Boise Valley to surrender water rights. 

Mr. Stoan. I am not advocating that they surrender one drop of 
water. Iam merely giving them substitute water for the water the} 
already have, exactly in the same quantity and in the same amount at 
the same time and at the same place. 

Senator Neupercer. What happens in a dry year? 

Mr. Stoan. The same thing. This underground reservoir which 
we have to draw on is better than all the reservoirs in the Boise River 
put together. 

Senator Neupercer. I have had letters from people in the Boise 
Valley in the same fearful, panicky terms about your plan as from 
other people about Hells Canyon Dam, and almost word for word 
the same language, because they have the same fears. Again I repeat 
that one group of people come in here fearful about water rights vis-a- 
vis Hells Canyon and then, as I say, you hold with the hound and run 
with the hares; then you come in and submit an alternative plan which 
in your opinion diminishes the need for Hells Canyon Dam, and part 
of the plan is that the people in the Boise Valley have to give up exist- 
ing water rights to put it into effect. 

Mr. Stoan. There is no comparison. 
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Senator NEuBERGER. That is your opinion. 

Mr. Stoan. There is nothing like the conditions that these people 

the Upper Snake River are talking about, and the plan I am pro 
posing here. There is no comparison between them. There was no 

iter up there to substitute for what they had. This one is merely a 

omng of the amount of water in different places. 
enator WaTkKINs. It increases the consumption of water. 

Mr SiLoan. The overall supply is greatly increased. 

Senator Warkins. And there is a depletion of the amount which 

ns on down the Snake River. 

Mr. Sitoan. Indeed. 

Senator Warkins. Because that is a consumptive use you are talk 
o about. 

Mr. Stoan. There certainly is no comparison between this situation 
nd the situation on the upper Snake. 

Senator Anperson. Are there additional questions? We have two 
ore witneses we hope to get to this morning. 

Thank you very much, Mr, Sloan. 

Mr. Williams? Mr. Williams, will you identify yourself for the 
ecord and your business association / 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD WILLIAMS, BOISE, IDAHO, VICE PRESI- 
DENT, MORRISON-KNUDSEN COMPANY, INC. 


Mr. Witxiams. My name is Bernard Williams. I reside in Boise, 
Idaho. I am vice president and director of Morrison-Knudsen Co., 
Inc., contractors and engineers. 

Morrison-Knudsen Co, is one of the largest contracting companies 

1 the world, with international experience in the construction of dams 
ul i hydroe lectric projec ts. Our exper lence includes numerous lar ge 

projects in the United States and many foreign countries, in addition 
to which we have been joint-venture participants in numerous proj 
cts, including Bonneville, Grand Coulee, Boulder, Garrison, Ross, 
ind Hungry Horse. Morrison-Knudsen has also constructed many 

rojects in foreign countries, including Canada, Brazil, Mexico, Lab 
ador, Ceylon, Afghanistan, Turkey, and Iran. Likewise, we have 
iad much experience in Idaho, p: articularly on the Snake River, where 

» have since 1946 built the company’s six most recently constructed 
srojects, the upper and lower Salmon, Bliss, upper and lower Malad 
nd Strike plants. 

My particular responsibility is the division of dams and hydroe lec- 
ric construction. Ihave been continuously engaged in various phases 
of dam construction work for the last 30 years, starting in 1923 with 
he Bureau of Reclamation and thereafter with the Morrison-Knud 

sen Co. 

I was in charge of all construction work on Boulder Dam, first as 
assistant general superintendent, and later as general superintendent 
of all construction. I have, over the years, been in charge of the 
actual construction work on many dams. During the past 20 years, 
since making an estimate on Grand Coulee Dam in 1933, I have sat 
in on and helped establish every bid made by the Morrison-Knudsen 
Co. on major dam jobs. 

Referring particularly to the plants we built for Idaho Power Co., 
we made independent estimates of the quantities, unit prices, and the 
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costs of these projects in just as great detail as had the Idaho Power. 
The upper Salmon was started in October 1945 and was completed il 
November 1947. The lower Salmon was started in August 1946 and 
was completed in May 1949. The upper and lower Malad projects 
were started in 1946 and completed in 1948. The Bliss project was 
started in April 1948 and was completed in May 1950. The Strike 
plant was started in November 1950 and was completed in June 1952 

Our estimated cost of these 6 projects was $48,943,042, and the fina 
cost was $48,752,178, or an underrun of thirty-nine hundredths of 
perce nt. 

Referring specifically to the Hells Canyon stretch of the Snak 
River, I pe cinaite. and the engineers in the company, have bien 
studying different plans for developing this reach of the Snake River 
since 1948. The first inve stigi itions and estimates we made were 1 
‘onnection with the Bureau’s proposed high dam. We were requested 
to determine what length of time would be necessary for the construc- 
tion of this project — the Government’s speeded-up-power pro- 
cram. Since that time, we have studied both indepe ndently and with 
the Idaho Power Co. engineers many combinations of dams to develop 
this stretch of the river in order to determine the best and most eco- 
nomical method of development. As a result of these studies, it is 
my rie opinion that the three dams as proposed by the Idaho Power 
Co. ar a best method of development. 

Dur sr the past 4 years, we have spent more time investigating an: 
estim: ti ing the cost of these 3 dams than any other dams we have ever 
bid on. 

[ made an independent appraisal of the cost of each of the 
dams, bringing into this work the intimate knowledge of the sites re- 

sulting from personal investigations and by our engineers. ‘These 
independent estimates were made in as great detail as those of the 
Idaho Power Co. Our estimate for the Brownlee project was $63,782,- 
519; Oxbow $23,586,633; and for Hells Canyon, $45,474,401; or a 
total of $132.643.553 for the 3 projects. 

The Idaho Power Co. estimate for the 3 projects is slightly higher: 
$133 million. 

At the hearing before the Federal Power Commission in July 1953, 
I testified in detail as to the methods followed in the preparation of 
these estimates, and it was my unqualified judgment that the costs 
determined by the company were realistic and valid. 

To confirm our estimates, I testified at that time that I was author- 
zed, as I did then and there, to express on behalf of my company an 
unqualified offer to enter into a firm contract to construct these com- 
plete projects for $133 million. I stated that this unqualified offer 
be valid for at least 1 year. 

Approximately 1 year later, on June 29, 1954, I again testified in re- 
buttal and I renewed this offer, and with reference to the time limit of 
the offer I stated that if - 3 dams could be started within 2 vears and 
completed within a period of 5 years, we would still be willing to make 
the offer. 

I may add that at the time I appeared in rebuttal in June of 1954, 
the F PC staff witnesses had already testified and had arrived at a 

ch higher cost estimate than either ours or the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Watkins. The Bureau figures were much higher. 


Mr. WititAmMs. Yes. 


1) 
Would 
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ew of thi Is dlise repane! VY, our conipan’ yY rev lewed, checked, and 
checked our estimates and schedules. I had almost every com 
engineer in our oreanization recheck those estimates when 
were hot ass ioned t » somethi hy else. They were checked and 
cked by as many different persons and by as many different 
ods as they possi b ly could be. Furthermore, I spent much addi 
| _ in the e anyon examining the sites and the availability of 
rin and Pp lotting the loen tion of access roads. We were still ot 
Mh Opimion that the 3 projects could be constructed for 3135 
Ol. 
So again, we made a firm offer to build these 3 projects for 3135 
And now, almost a vear later, L state before this committee 
I am authorized on behalf of my company to again make an 
qu ilified offer to enter into a firm contract to construct these 3 
ts for $133 million. 
lo make this clear, our company is willing to enter into a firm and 
ialified turnkey contract to build these projects, and turn them 
as complete and going plants for $133 million. 
Senator MinLikin. What kind of contract is that / 
Mir. WintiAms. Engineering, financing, ey part of it, from the 
ne the ‘Vy Say “Go” until the units are on the line. That is just an 
expression that originated through some of this hurry-up stuff during 
»war. The Government signed contracts with different organiza- 
s, and the Government itself, I believe the Army, came up with the 
“turnkey.” I don’t approve of it, either. I don’t like a lot of 
se terms. But that is one of them. 
Senator ANbERsSON. I suppose if you build a man a house and it is 
finished, you turn the keys over to him. I suppose that was the 
ginning of the expression. It means a finished project, ready to go. 
Mr. Wintiams. This is an open offer subject only to acceptance by 
Idaho Power Co. In othe Tr words, our estim: ate of the cos t of these 
ree projects is no longer an estimate, but a contractor's quotation to 
nstruct the projects. 
We also He ade a care ful study of the company S construction SC hed 
e, If construction began at Oxbow before the Ist of August. the first 
it would be on the line within 12 months, and the remaining units 
i the line within 16 months. Power from Brownlee could be on the 
ein 24 months from the start of construction and would be complete 
30 months. Power from Hells Canyon would be on the line within 
24 months from the start of construction and could be completed 
0 months. All 3 projects, if constructed concurrently, would be 
ompleted in 38 months. Furthermore, if these projects were con 
tructed concurrently there would be a reduction in the overall costs 
least 3 to 4 percent. I believe this construction schedule to be 
tirely realistic. I am talking for + company up to there. In 
ome of this I am speaking for myself, because I appreciate a chance 
to say some of the things which have been bothering me a long time. 
| have been listening to some of your statements, Mr. Chairman, and 
[ think it is a good time to get them off my chest. 


In the normal course of conducting our business, we keep ab east 
[ the proposed new dam construction throughout the world, and 
particularly in the Pacific Northwest. There are, to my knowledge, 
0 projects in the Pacific Northwest which can put so much power on 
the line so quickly, or at such a low kilowatt cost. 


62506—55——-45 
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In comparison to this, our investigations and studies of the sing) 
dam, as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation, show that it wor 
take at least 444 years to start power production and a minimum 
6 years to complete the project. 

The construction iene involved in building a dam at the 
proposed by the Bureau make it one of the least desirable sites in t 
stretch of the river. Even the site chosen by the Idaho Power Co.. 
few hundred feet upstream, so completely changes and lessens the pr 
lems involved, that on one item alone, that of construction access, fi 
to six million dollars can be saved. Our estimates for the single d 
show that the cost of thi project will be at least as much as that est 
mated by the Bureau, $356 million. 

Ilungry Horse Dam was constructed by a joint venture of whi 
Morrison-Knudsen Co. was a substantial part. I personally infl 
enced the bid downward. Any application of unit prices at Hung: 
Hlorse to the rugged Hells Canyon Dam would be unrealistic, to s 
the least. They are in no way comparable. Access to the powerhou 

Hells ¢ ‘anyon would cost more than the construction of the Hunger 
lorse powerhouse. Taking this into consideration. any bid whi 
we would make on the single dam project would probably be more th 
the Bureau’s estimate. 

We have during the past years constructed many of the dams ai 
hydroe lectric projects in the Pacific Northwest for the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Army engineers, and private companies. We tak 
a certain pride in our work and we watch the use and development ¢ f 
these projects in the ars after. From these observations I hav 

developed several firm convictions. 

This part is mine and does not necessarily represent. the thinking of 
Morrison-Knudsen Co., although they certainly are not in disagree 
ment with it. 

Senator Jackson. Are you speaking now individually ¢ 

Mr. Winiiams. As = individual. 

An vthing less than 100 percent conserv: ation of our soils and wate! 
cannot be justified and should no longer be tolerated. No water 

ould run into the oceans without first having been used to its feasible 
maximum. If this was our goal—and I am convinced it should be 
the high Hells Canyon would not fit into any comprehensive plat 
Storage must begin at the headwaters if we are to use the runoff wate 
{oitsmaximum. Further, if all of our suitable land is to be irrigated, 
the maximum amount of water must. be stored at the maximum eleva- 
tion. Iam certain that in any study of a really comprehensive plan, 
the planning division of the Bureau would come out with the conclu 
sion that the high Hells Canyon would not fit into any comprehensive 
plan for the feasible complete development of either the Columbia or 
Snake River Basins. 

Congress has never authorized the Bureau to come up with a feasible 
plan for the complete development of the Snake. They have had to 
moun’ with an outmoded feasibility formula. Many arguments 
have been advanced as to the downriver benefits that would accrue 
from the additional storage available from the high Hells Canyon 
over and above that accruing from the three-dam plan. The same 
arguments hold true for headwater storage over high Hells Canyon 
located in the middle reach of the Snake. An equivalent amount of 
storage at the headwaters is available at approximately 65 percent of 
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he cost of the high Hells Canyon storage, and with many tines the 
enefit to flood control and irrigation. 

If the Congress would realize that ultimately we must cultivate 
ind conserve all of our lands suitable for such purposes, that we 
nust develop our maximum hydro potential and that we cannot afford 

r tolerate floods, a comprehensive plan is evident. 

The three dams proposed by the Idaho Power Co. fit in any such 
lan; the high Hells Canyon is immediately eliminated. 

It is my firm conviction that money spent by the Government fo 
the storage of water should be used for those upstream develop 
rents where the floods are caused and where its benefits will be 
create « 

Mr. Chairman, I heard you compare the Colorado River pr oject, 
vhich advocated and gave more study to, I think, than did any other 
ne person, as I have also the Columbia and the Snake. and all its 

butaries, as well as the Klamath Valley. I think I have more pel 
onal knowledge by actual contact with the area than anyone else 
| think I have seen more benefits accrue to more areas than anybod) 
hat I know of; at least, because since I was 9 years old I have followed 
eclamation. My dad worked for the Bureau. I followed it all the 
way through from the Boise Valley to the Flathead to the Rosa to 
the Yakima project, to the Rio Gr: ande Dam in New Mexico prac 
pe every reclamation project there is in the world. I know what 
t does to the country. The potenti il which exists is just tremendous, 
ut we still have to de elop it the chea pest and the best v \. nd wv 
iave to develop all of it. 

I just wonder how much you would have been in favor of the 


Colorado River project if this water had been stored at Bridge Canyon 
ither than the upper basin area where you can get use out of it. 
l'o me there is a direct comparison between that and the high Hells 
{ anyon Dam, rather than a comparison between the hich Hells 
(‘anyon Dam and the Upper Colorado as presently authorized. 

I say we can’t waste any water. We have lots of land yet. We 


how we have to irrigate the best of it and we have to irrigate a lot 
of it that isn’t the best. We can make power, and a lot of it. We 
have only one thing, in my opinion, which keeps us from going for 
ever and keeps us from raising the standard of living beyond our 
omprehension, at least beyond mine, and that is water. We have 
vot to store it where it counts. 

You start the Army engineers off on a comprehensive arg What 
do you do the first thing? A comprehensive plan of what? They 
didn’t have any goal but to stop floods at the Portland area. How 
much flood could. they let by at Portland and how could they do it 
the cheapest, either by dikes or by upriver storage. So you start 
ind call it a comprehensive plan, something that will let water go 
by the Portland area without flooding it. 

You start the Bureau out on one. You give them a feasibility 
formula, but you don’t give them any goal. 

Whatever we do has to fit in an overall plan by which we have to 
develop all of our resources. We can’t do them all at once. but any 
thing which is developed should fit into some such plan. Ulti 
mately we have to have it. That time is so close it scares me to death. 
| believe we couldn’t in any way get enough land under irrigation in 
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to feed the pe : ive coming today. I am glad 
iit you realize that 
I] tell vou. the ¢ olorado project = 10 vears too late hy anvbody’ 
mate, and the next b Oo block of land that you are FOIng to be abl 
s going to cost too much money because we have waited too long 
can't get the lands the w iy we should have them the cheapest 
lands first whi pre duce the most because we don’t know 
justify as ost eventually. We can justify cost as long 
» cheapest and the best, but we can't justify doing one project 
it fits in the overall plan first and unless it makes that overa 
» the cheapest. . 
beg your pardo 
ator ANDERSON, have nothing to apologize for. 

Senator WATKINS. 1 other words, you approve a comprehensive 

plan on the I pper ¢ olorado / 

Mr. Witniams. I call it comprehensive, ves, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have been anxious all the wv “uN through, Mi 
Williay is, TO have ¢ xpressions ot points of view before this committee. 
reeard le ~ of whether they eCOll cide always with our own persona! 
points of view. 

Mr. \"\ ILLTAMS., | want you to geta von! first. and | just wish that 
Congress could realize or would realize that ultimately we have to 
have itall. Thatisall lask. There are a lot of different Ways to do 
these, yes, but you have to have a voal before you can have acom 
prehensive plan. That’s a cinch. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Williams, that is why I was greatly in 
terested in what Mr. Sloan was talking about this morning. I sat 


through the hearings on the Mountain Home project, and it did appea 
to be a very expensive way of doing it. I think regardless of what 
happens w ith regard to Hells Canyon, reaardless of whether we build 


1 


| dam or 5 dams. we ought to do something’ about eonsery ing 190,000 


icres of land. 

Mr. WitatAMs. Yes, but let’s don’t take the water which is clear o 
up there, which has a million and a half acres under it, and store it 
down here at 2.000 feet elevation below that land. Let's put it up 
there where it is above that land, and we can get it to that land in the 
most economical manner. You can't put it 2.000 feet below it and 
get it back any way but by buckets. 

Senator Anperson. All 3 dams of the Idaho Power Co. are 2,000 
feet below there. 

Mr. Wittiams. Hells Canyon Dam is all right. You go on one 
wrong assumption, that you can justify 3,800,000 acre-feet of storage. 
There is no one in the Army, there is no one in the Bureau, there is no 
one in the Federal Power Commission who would tell you today that 
vou can justify that if you are going to develop the upriver irrigation 
projects, 

Senator Jackson. But it is all right to store a million ? 

Mr. Winutams. That is about what it gets down to, that is correct. 

Senator Jackson. So you have it worked out so it is all right for 
Idaho Power to store a little over a million acre-feet, and that would 
not affect it? 

Mr. Wituiams. That is what the figures come to, yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Even though the people up above may need all 
that water / 
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Mr. Witutams. They dont need all th vater. You sit here a 
cue with people when vou have peopl o are qualified to tell you. 


You don’t go to the Federal Power Commission in the right way. vou 


ont LO tothe Army inthe neht Way, and you don't VU 

Senator Jackson. Who are you talking to? 

Mir. WiiuraMs. To you. 

Senator JACKSON. What don’t we do 

Mr. WititiaAms. You haven’t asked them if vou can eventually have 

iter enough to store 3,800,000 acre-feet of storage, There is no One 

the Bureau and no one in the Army who will tell you that. 

senator oJ AC KSON, Mr. Williams. are you not appearing here as an 

terested witness 4 

Mr. Wintttams. I certainly am, in two ways. I have just as much 

terest otherwise as you have, and more so. | 

Senator JACKSON. Hlow about your financial interest ¢ 

Mr. WinuiAMs. I havea lot of it. 

Senator -JACKSON, Is your company now a con ultant for Idaho 
Power ¢ 

Mav. Wintittams. We are not. We receive no revenue from them. ex 
cept the two Pleasant Valley projects In a group, maybe, and they 
are not in that group. 

Senator JACKSON, You are here on your own, not being paid ¢ 

Mr. Winniams. Tam not being paid my expenses and not being paid 

ut of it. 

Senator -)ACKSON, by the Morrison-IKnudsen Co. ? 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes. The Morrison-Knudsen Co., yes. 

Senator JACKSON. So you are appearing here as a representative ol 
\iorrison-Kinudsen ¢ 

Mir. Witntrams. I certainly am. the first part of it. 

Senator JACKSON. You are dividing your expenses in accordance 

th your statement ¢ 

Mr. Wirttams. Tam not. I don’t have to. 

Senator JACKSON. You don’t have to / 

Mr. WiuiaMs. No. 

Senator JAcKson. That is quite interesting. Will the bidding that 
vou indicated be a negotiated bid with Idaho Power ? 

Mr. Wititams. I made that perfectly clear to you. You should be 
ible to understand it. 

Senator Jackson. You answer my question. 

Mr. WitiiAMs. I am answering your question. 

Senator JACKSON. What is it? 

Mr. Witur1aMs. That we are willing to enter into an agreement to 
build all three of them on a “turn kev” basis for $133 million. 

Senator JACKSON. Will it be competitive bids ¢ 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How could there be competitive bids when I am 
making an offer. 

Senator JAcKsON. I am just asking. In other words, if the three 
dams are built, Morrison-Knudsen Co. stands to get a contract here 
for $133 million. 

Mr. WitiraMs. I have tried to create that opportunity; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. On the other hand, if the dam is built by the 
Government, it will all be competitive bids. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. I don’t know 
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Senator JAcKson. In one case you are sure of doing the work, a1 
in the other you are not. 

Mr. WILLIAMs. You ar certainly maki ne an assumption that 
don’t have. 

Senator Jackson. Are you sure that you would win the competit 
hid? 

Mr. Winttams. No. Neither am I sure that we will get to do the 1 

Idaho Power does t] em. 

Senator JACKSON, ' ‘hey have not indicated that # 

Mr. WiuurAMs. They have not. 

Senator JACKSON. Have they asked anvbody else 

Mr. Wimu1aMs. I do not know about that. 

~Senat re) AC N. ©O Tara you } ow, they haven 

Mir. WILLIAMS. . rar know, they have not. 


Senator JACKSON. Have you been paid as an engineering consulta 


for the estimate of the costs on those three dams? 
Mr. WiittAMs. By Morrison-Knudsen Co., certainly. 
Senator Jackson. I say, has Morrison-Knudsen been paid ? 
Witstams. No, sir. Morrison-Knudsen Co. has never receive 


from the Idaho Power Co. in any way in connection wit 
c dams 

Senator Jackson. How much has Morrison-Knudsen Co. spent 0} 
these estimates ¢ 

Mr. Witirams. I wouldn't know. I could give you an estimate, 
would guess naround 30 to 40 thousand dollars. 

Senator Jackson. That is quite a substantial sum. 

Mr. Wititams. It certainly is, yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Is that a complete engineering 
three dams 

Mr. Winxitams. Yes, sit 

Senator JacKsoN, But you say there is no unde rstanding that the 
\iorrison-Knudsen Co. will build these three sm: all clams? 

Mr. Witurams. There is not. I made one for the Bureau, too, if 
vou want to get things on a comparable basis. and received nothing 
from the Bureau, either. 

Senator Jackson. Did the: ask you to make an estimate ? 

Mr. Wituiams. They certainly did. Mr. McClellan, the Chief 
Kngineers in the Denver office, did. 

Senator Jackson. As an estimate? 

Mr. Win IAMS. Yes. and the construc tion pe r 10d th: t would be nec 
essary, in 1949. 

Senato1 J ACKSON, Their work will all be let on a competitive bid 
ding basis. 

Mir. Wittiams. That is correct. For all I know, this will be. 
am only making an offer to do it for that lump sum. 

Senatol JAC KSON, You don’t know what Idaho Power will do? 

Mr. Wituiams. I do not. 

Senator JAcKson. That is all. 

Senator Warkins. What about the possibility of making as much 
profit from anne the high dam as building the three low ones? 
~ Mr. WiiiiaMs. vould say we would make substantially greater. 
We built Coulee, Sone: ler, we built Bonneville and Hungry Horse, 
and the profit accruing from the unit price job, Senator, is always 
much greater than it 1s on any other type of work. 


estimate on those 
/ 
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nator WATKINS. You would have an equal opportunity with any 
y else to bid on the high dam. 
ir. WituiAMs. 1 would say we have a 50-50 chance if it is let on a 
petitive bid. 
itor Watkins. As I understood, the cost of the high Hells Can 
estimated at $3850 million. 
WILLIAMS. $356 million. 
iutor Watkins. As con pared with $133 million. 
Vir. Winurams. That is true. 
ator WATKINS. From what you have said. there would be a 
lity of a much greater protit in building the high dam. 
Mir. Winniams. ‘There certainly would be. 
senator Jackson. Mr. Williams, is this your first appearance fot 
Morrison-ixnudsen Co. in behalf of or against a project, either for 
gyalnst irrigation or power or re lamation projects / 
lr. WinniAms. I don’t believe | understood your question. Before 
Senate? I was at the Federal Power Commission hearings 

Senator Jackson. No, no. Is this the first time that you or the 
pany has appeared before a Congressional committee, either for 
vainst an irrigation, reclamation, power, or flood control project , 
Ir. WiniiaMs. ‘This is my first time against any 

Senator JACKSON. I say for or against. 

Mr. Winuiams. Either way. I am certain 

Senator Jackson. For the company. 

Mr. Winntams. For or against any of them. 

Senator Jackson. You said you have been interested in this compre 
sive development. I just wondered why you had not appeared 
ore the Congress when these proposals like the 308 Report projects, 

o on, were before the Congress, why you had not appeared either 
favor of it or against it. 

Mr. Witttams. The 308 Report was fine. I have no way of being 
ororagainst. lam only trying to tell you you should take advantage 
Fat, 

Senator Jackson. I don’t quite understand that statement. Are 

for the 508 Report ¢ 

Mr. Winuiams. The 308 Re sport as a re ioe is fine, except the com- 
hensive plan doesn’t have the right goal in it, cert: Linly not. 

Senator Jackson. I am talking about ‘the projects which have been 

thorized under the 308 Report. 

Mr. Wituiams. For what purpose? What were they authorized 

for? 

Senator Jackson. For various purposes. 

Mr. Witaiams. That is right, but it wasn’t comprehensive. That 

. point I am tr) ing to make to you. 

Senator Jackson. Why did you not appear before the Congress at 

that time and either point those things out or oppose them? 

Mr. Wiiurams. Becaus * as of that time, in my imagination, and I 

am quite sure in yours, I did not realize how fast our population 
crowth was going to be, and how fast the demand for power and the 
eed for water was going to be created. It is only in the last 4 or 5 
ears that you can see how fast it is going. With our population 
nerease jumping so fast and compounding as it is, I easily can picture 
vhat we are headed for. 
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Prior to this he arimng. though. and before I ever knew I was con 
to th $ hearing. I St; irtecd throug oh cert: ain ch: mne Is. whie h h: ap pe ne 
be the Bureau of Reclamation. which you can substantiate. as to } 
ideas that we should be startin o To! son s coal. When Senator M 

s back to Denver, Colo., I am prepared to take it up with | 
le] » with the Bureau and with the Se 
n sometimes this summer. 

‘That was prior to iy knowing that this hearime was Gorn: 
held and that I was voing to be here. Senator Millikin can eas 
substantiate that. 

Senator Jackson. I am not questioning that. I do not know vw 
t has to do with this, though. 

Mir. WILLtAMs. | only brought this thing up | because here was 
opportunity at least to express one opinion, and that is that 
time for Congress to wake up and realize that it is time to h 
compre hensive progran) for the complete development of our nat 


resources, 


Senator Jackson. Iam sorry that vou did not exer ‘ise that imag 
tion of yours a while ba k. W e have had ¢ ‘ i lot oO f hearings On Co} 
prehensive development, and you are now a ee Congress whe 


you vourseif did not even bot] er to appear before us, 

Mr. Wiuuiams. I have done a lot of work on it. It takes a long 
time to find out, first, what the goal is: and, second. how do vou have 
a comprehensive plan for it. You have to have a goal before 
can have a comprehensive plan. 

Senator J L\CKSON, You made a comment a while back about hol 
having certain witnesses here. What witnesses are you talking about, 
from the Army enginee) > and sO on? 

Mr. Witirams. I don’t remember what that comment was. 
you read it back tome’ It was a little heated. 

Senator Jackson. I know that. 

Senator DworsHak. I want to call attention to the fact that Mr 
Williams has made a most impr ssive statement supporting the up 
stream deve lopment of the Snake River. Members of Congress are 
not engineering experts, and I want to point out, so the record will be 

clear, that the Bureau of Reclamation for years has had available 
ends to make investigations. A year ago I was the sponsor of 
amendment which made available some money for the Army Engineer 
Corps to undertake a survey and study in the upper Snake tive? area. 
So I think that while Congress does have a joint responsibility and 
may have been somewhat lax in failing to emphasize the upstream 
development and maximum utilization of the water, at the same time 
we have had to rely upon the engineering talents and the ability and 
the advice of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army Enginee1 
Corps to point out what is most desirable to achieve a comprehensive 
p vlan of deve lopment in the Snake River. 

Mr. Wits1ams. That is correct, and you have two of the most wot 
derful agencies, and you have another one in the Federal Power Com 
mission, but it seems to me that it is Congress’ duty to decide first 
W hat the coal is and, secondly, the order in which it is going to proceed 
and how fast can we justify doing this. 

The Bureau has made a survey. I have available to me their in- 
vestigations on all these dam sites. I have the 308 reports. Both 
of them were wonderful jobs. But they started, and then you asked 
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ef unde rt formulas. You Or soile 


] hy} 
oO develop somethil 
d. M iybe they arrived at it. don’t know rut LT know that 
starts with one thing, and that is to reduce damage from 


The Bureau starts over here and tl ‘Vy Want to irrigate as 


res of land as can be paid for on a oU-year repayment bas 
ve are past that time. 
value that comes into our economy by one of these project 
‘vond comprehension, We enn measure it by paying fo. 
50 vears. The benefits which accrue in our gross production 
rise in our standard of livn gy are ral past that that the 
bninute. 
itor JAcKSoN. He was critical of the committee and of me. 


vet the quote. 
WituiAms. Not ina personal way. 
itor Jackson. The record will speak for itself, We will let the 
al stand. 
Senator Warkins. I have some questions l would like to ask. 
Senator Jackson. [ think it is important. He criticized me and 
ommittee, and I think we ought to find out whom he wants to eall. 
ll vet the names. 
Whereupon, the portion of the record referred to was read by 
reporter as follows:) 


wv JACKSON. So you have it worked out so it is all right for Idaho 
to store a little over a million acre-feet, and that would not affect it? 
WILLIAMS. That is what the figures come to; yes, sir. 
or JACKSON. Even though the people up above may need all that water? 
ILLIAMS. They don’t need all that water. You sit here and argue with 
when vou have people who are qualified to tell you You don’t go to the 
Power Commission in the right way, you don’t go to the Army in the 
ay, and you don’t go 
itor JACKSON. Who are you talking to? 
WILLIAMS. To you 
tor JACKSON. What don’t we do? 
WiiriIAmMs. You haven’t asked them if you can eventually have water 
to store 3,800,000 acre-feet of storage. ‘There is no one in the Bureau 


ein the Army who will tell you that 


Senator ANbERSON. This, of course, could be regarded as an indict- 
ent of me. | only want to say to yvou—may I have a word? 

Mr. WinuiAms. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpeRsSON. [ just want to say to you that there has not been 
a may this week that I have put in less than 12 hours on my job. 

\fv. WinitAms. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. I admit Iasked for it, but 12 hours a day is about 
ll anvone can be reasonably asked to do. It is a little hard some 

es TO ] lan these hearings so they meet the approval ot everyone. 
I have tried to conduct it properly. | suggested to the Senator from 
Idaho that if he had additional witnesses, they could be called. He 

nted a good, full hearing, and I wanted a good, full hearing. 

ht never occurred to me that I should summon the Federal Power 
Commission to come in here and testify on this bill. If I should have, 
| will be happy to have indicated why I should have called them in 
and what they would have testified to as to the quality of the water 
which is available up there. 

Mr. Wittiams. I didn’t mean that you should call them in. I think 
I said, or at least what I wanted you to do was to ask the Federal 
Powe r% ‘ommission, ask the Bureau. or ask the Army, W hether in their 
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opinion, with the complete and comprehensive development of 
river, there was enough water for 3,800,000 acre-feet of storage 
thedam. I don’t request that you call a witness. 

Senator Jackson. That is not what you said. 

Mr. WriuiaMs. I believe it is. I don’t use the best of En 
I will admit that. 

senator J ACKSON, You said we had not asked the Army engin 
something. I do not know what. 

Mr. Winitiams. Whether there was that much water available 
storage, 

Senator Jackson. That is not in your statement. 

Mr. Wixuiams. Yes, I believe it is. 

Senator JACKSON. Let’s VO back and read it over agaln. 

Mr. Witutams. If it isn’t, I withdraw the statement and I m 
that statement. 


} 
i 


we ve asked 1 
ers 01 We had Bureau of Reclamation witne 
re, and we had Mr. Crandall, who testified at length about 
ater situation behind the proposed Hells Can yon and the three Ida 
Power Co. dams. He testified as to the effect on the water users in t 
upstream area. That testimony is in the record at great length. D 
vou hear that ? 

Mr. Wiiurams. I certainly was here and heard it. I do not bel 
Mr. Crandall testified there was enough water available for 3,800, 
acre-feet of storage, either. I distinctly recollect it Mr. Crand 
testified that there was about enough for a million ac 
and that it K the sal amount of water to mu 
generators under either the 1-dam plan or the 3-dam plai 

Mr. Crandall has a lot of good ideas, one of which is underer 
storage, nin has a very wo | picture of the overall tl 

Senator Jackson. Do | agree with his testimony ? 

Mr. WILnta he agree with you interpretation of 

Senato ‘son. What part of it ¢ 

Mr. Win . That there as enough water for 3,800.0 
of additional storage, that there was more than en ugh water Io! 

million acre-feet of storage. 

Senator Jackson. I disagree wit! 
Senator Warkrins. Mr. ( 


and nave ne ne nutel ‘NI 1] ‘onnection with ti 


‘hairman. since this witness has made Ul 


to store, 
ould be needed at the hi: Hells Cany )] Dam, I should lik 
he e questions: , 
caer tand you are 
Mr. Winuiams. I am 
Senator Warkins. Y« 
to the heart of this probl 
Mr. Witurams. It certainly does, the wl 
Senator W ATKINS. \\ il] you poll t out to the comin ittee, to me 
articular, where the water supply is; point out the evidence whic! 
vou have that there is not enough to sup] ly high Hells Canyon, { 
supply that much storage and make a comprehensive development 


i 
upper part? 


Mr. Wiriutams. That is the part that enters into it. The two things 
have to be taken together. 
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Senator WATKINS. | think that gets right to the heart of the matter. 

Senator Minuikin. Let’s let the witness give us a recital of the rea- 
ons, in a brief statement. 

Mr. Witiiams. Because I am certain that eventually we have to 
ive development of the upstream irrigated lands, that we have to 
store water above those lands which all you Senators are familiar 
vith because you are from the Western States. You know it is desir 
ible to have the water stored upstream. In order to fill these storage 
ireas which are necessary for the irrigatiol of this land and to stop a 
ertain amount of flood which occurs in the u ‘reaches of the river, 
ertain reservoirs have to be built, one of which has been done. There 
re two of them going back a long ways, Jackson Lake and more re 

ntly Palisades. which immediately makes ecessary a re reoulating 
lam below it, which has a live storage of 350,000 acre-feet. 

On the tributaries of the Snake above Idaho Falls, there is necessary 
torage for 2,900,000 acre-feet of water which can be developed for 

) average cost of $28 an acre-foot. 

Senator WATKINS. Twenty eloht dollars ? 

Mr. Winttams. Yes, sir, just for the water storage part alone. 

in creatine those reservoirs, there is water available for 350.000 
dllowatts f power. Underground storage ] believe was originally 
Mr. Crandall’s idea, which is one of the best things | have ever see) 
proposed, and the cheapest. By undergrond storage you can store, 
| don’t know how much more, but at least a million acre-feet of stor 
e. The second you store it underground, you average out the flow. 
rh 


, 
eipnel 


at ares is the best flood control wate ever created DY (cod or man, 
Senator Warkins. You mean the underground storage ¢ 

Mr. Winitams. It is underground, and it can only flow out at a 

ertain rate, depending on the head created within the underground 

storage, which varies very little. Records are very complete on that 
n the Bureau of Reclamation. 

That can be put out there, a million acre feet. for not to exceed $16 
um acre foot. 

The water then is up above this land which has to be under irriga- 
tion eventually, rather than being some 2,000 feet below in elevation 
and downstream from any of this land. 

The 2.900.000 acre-feet of storage is readily available. 
proceed almost immediately in any comprehensive plan. 


and should 


In the seven projects there are 2,945,000 acre-feet of usable stora 
which will cost not to exceed an average of $28.10 per killowatt. 
Senator ANDERSON, Can we have a list of these? — 

Mr. WriusaMs. I will give you this whole book when 
b cause J do have another list al Boise. I don’t have it here. 

In connection with those things, you can develop 326,000 killowatts 
of installed power with an annual output of 1,587,180,000 killowatt 
hours, at an average cost of 4.89 mills, by assigning $28.10 an acre to 
this stored water. 

Senator DwersuaKk. Will you read the list of those upstre am dams? 

Mi. WiintaAms. Builalo Dam on the Buffalo Fork. <All these sites 
have had some preliminary investigation by the Bureau and are i 
their records. The Pfistere on the Hoback: the Cottonwood on the 
Gros Ventre ; the Elbow on the Greys; the Blind Canyon on the Snake; 
the Tablerock on the Snake, which is a re-regulating dam immediately 


I } 


am finishes 





PEGON 


iclal recharge bel 


' 
There have been mat 


j ‘oe , 
[ | pellieve Tralses | 


I could not a1ve VO 
Depending on how high vou want 


| charge as much as 3 millior 


Senator SWarkins. What the level of the water table / 

Mir. Winciams. Fro to 100 feet. It rw nan ineline from thi 

mer end about 60 Tee! belo [he o ] . id as it approaches t 
Snake River it has a gradient ) *) les - about 40 feet 

Sena r WATKINS. | lc ce | 1 ‘On ue with this. 

Senator MULLiKInN, nterested his getting this statement 

nour mwerruptio a I Ss point. 


I 
| 


Mr. Winctiams. There are many ther dams up on those stream 
cheventually haveto be done. These don’t all have to vo in. What 
lamet Ville tO po nt out to the committee 1s that whatever we do hoy 
this is one thing in which I am in accord with the CIO statement the 
other day, which doesn’t happen too often, but I certainly am in accord 
that should fit into some plan for the ultimate maximum 
ieasil le development of our water resources. 


Senator WATKINS. betore you ienve this have Vou finished the 


with 


veneral statement / 

Mr. Wiiniams. I believe so. 

Senator Watkins. There is one statement which was made to me 
yesterday by a very eminent engineer, and that is that the return 
low below the irrigation projects, the return flow from the water used 
is el ough to take care of the high Hells ¢ ‘anyon Dam. 


Mr. Wintiams. [ didn't know that anybody made such a state 
ment. 

Senator Warxkrins. It w not made on the record here. 

Mr. Winitams. I see. 
ineer. 

Mr. Witiiams. | believe that is a matter o1 which there is certainly 
some cditlerence of Opinio! Wait just a minute, Senator Watkins 
Lf vou say you are never going To develop any more land upstream 


Senator Warkins. But it was made to me by an eng 


you are never going to develop any of these other projects, 
discontinue all the upstream storage, that would hold true. 
efill. based on the average runott tables. 


draw it down to 3.800.000. of course it would refill onlv about 


mvon theh wot 


2 years. 
tor Watrkins. The ful How would be increased, would it 
The more you pr ipon the upper reaches, the more the 
eturn flow would be. 
Myr. Winniams. No. ft Lt De averaged out, but there would 
vw some depletion fro rrigation and from evaporation. 
Senator Watkins. You have some consumptive use, but you always 
ave a return flow from irrigation. 
Mr. Witirams. That is correct. 
Senator Warxrns. The water is not 100 percent consumed. 


Mr. Wuaiams. That is correct. 
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= itor \W ATKINS. Is it thal Gow ream mn the Snake 


Livel Valley before vou ge iow)h 3 f I ive a drv river at 


! nomrs 


/ 
t ° 
i 


Viv. Wintrams. We do under certain cond s. that is correct 
Senator Warkins. Then the retur Mow liake up the stream ac 
reuse alid reirrigation. 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins. The statement was made to me wi qualifiedly hy 
engineer vesterday that the retum How would be sufficient to fill 
ie high dam at Hells Canyon. If that is a true statement, that is 
ery, very mmportant. 

Mer. Witurams. It certainly would be. 
sSenatol W ATKINS, ‘Tl ‘ut is one th ne | Worl ld like to know ane | 
nk this committee ought to find out. If that s the fact. then that 
eturn flow 

\Lr. Wi LIAMS. ‘| I) statement | made a while ago, Senator. Wis 
il | believe if the Army or the Buren or the Federal Power ( ‘om 
ssion were asked exactly that question, them answer might vary, 


but it is my opinion that they would not tell you that there is enough 
iter gong down the Snake River, based on the assumptions which 
ou have just made, to recharge the storage in the high Hells Canvon. 
senator WATKINS. The return flow I Wis speaking of is below “ANY 
pot where it could be reused foi irrigatio ‘ . 

Mr. Wi IAMS. Yes, sir, I believe that is cor rect. 

Senator Warkins. So if you store nore of the high water and you 
put all these dams on and you apply more water to the upstream, 

ou will get a larger return flow. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. you would vet it minus the depletion. 

Senator Warkins. You would get some depletion, it is true. 

Mr. Wittiams. But you can’t increase the amount of water which 

coming down the river. 

Senator Warkins. If the river is dry at a certain point and there 

no further irrigation taken out below that point, and you get a 
return flow later down on the stream, as you do on the Snake, and 
t makes a big stream out of it, if it is running on down after you 
have dried it up above in irrigation season, It seems to me it is just a 
matter of logic and reason that the more water you apply, the larger 
your return flow is going to be. 

Mr. Wintiams. Minus depletion. 

Senator Warktins. Of course minus the depletion. There is no 
depletion in the return flow. 

Mir. Witnitams. That is correct, but there can’ »any more water 
than is put in up there where it is put out on the ground. You have 
icertain amount of depletion. There isn't enough water at any reach 
of that river at any time to justify this additional storage at Hells 
Canyon if you are going to do the rest of the storage. 

Senator Warkrns. That is the very point that is at issue. 

Mir. Winurams. As far as I am concerned, that is the issue, too. 

Senator Warkins. I would like to have some expert evidence on 
that to show exactly what that river does. what the amount of return 
flow is below the last irrigation, so we will know what we are doing 
ubout the development of this river. I personally am in favor of 
the comprehensive development of all these rivers, 

Mr. Wituiams. I know you are. 
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Senator Watkins. I think it is unwise to do it on a piecemeal basis 
Chat is the reason why—although it is a handicap to us—we have 
been working for comprehensive development of the upper basin of 


the Colorado. It is easier to come before the Congress and ask fot 
one project at atime. If we come in with a whole program, people 
ay itruns toa billion dollars and people are frightened. 

Mr. Witirams. That is correct, Senator. We are talking about 
900.000 kilowatts of power, looking at the other side of this. The 
Pacific Northwest, by almost anybody’s estimate, says that in 10 years 
we have to h ive 10 million kilowatts of additional power. To create 
that power, your little upper Colorado thing is minor compared to the 
amount of money you are rolng to have LO pro\ ide. We have to have 
L. I don’t care whether it is 1 billion or 10 |} illion, we still have to 
have it. 

Senator ANDERSON. May we return to Mr. Crandall, for whom you 
expressed your high regard. 

Mr. Witu1AMs. I do. 

Senator ANpeRSON. I asked hima question when he came to Idaho, 
ind he sald he came there in 1910 as a hydrogray her on the Snake 
River, and that for the last 26 years he has been watermaster and 
district engineer. In his testimony, at page 185 of these hearings, 
he talks about his conclusion: 

Under that system of operation, and considering all those various matters 
as best one can, trying to look into the future conservatively, it is my feeling 
that there will be an adequate water supply for the Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. Witniams. Did he say for the high Hells Canyon? 

Senator Anperson. We go on another step. 

Senator Jackson. In fairness to the witness, I think you should 
int out that was his verbal statement. 

Mr. WILuirAMs. ] know his verbal statement is his firm conviction. 
There is no doul t about that. 

Senator ANpERSON. Senator Dworshak said: 

At that point, Mr. Crandall, of course the operation of the low-head danrs and 
the high dam involve the use of different amounts of water 
which is what you have been contending. 

Mr. Wituiams. No, I don’t. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Crandall said: “No. You have the flow of 
the river.” 

You say there is enough water to build the 3 dams, but there is not 
enough water to store this 3,800,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. WiiuraMs. That is c« ct. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Crandall said: 


+ 


‘orre 


You have the flow of the river. The amount of power is equal to the flow of 
the river times the head 

Mr. Wiiurams. That is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. “And the only essential difference is that the 
Government concentrates the head at one point -” 

Mr. Witu1am. That is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. “Where the Idaho Power Co. splits it up in 
three parts. 7 

He seems to feel that there is going to be enough water there for 


storage. 
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et me take you one step further. If you should develop all the 
jects In the upper part of the river, to be sure, you may not need 
dam at Hells Canyon. By the same analogy, if you use all the 
ter that rises in Senator Millikin’s State and spread it out in his 
ite, then you would not have to have the Hoover Dam, would you? 

Mr. WixtiraMs. No. 

Senator Anperson. Because if you keep using it up where it rises, 

. would not have to have a single dam along the river. 
Ir. Witt1AMs. But you do not use it up. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not think so, either. I am only trying to 
that we have to look at these things on the basis of what we thought 
vood engineering judgment. We have tried to get people that we 

ought were qualified as witnesses, and we have had here the repre- 

ntatives of the Bureau of Reclamation and representatives of the 

eof Idaho. You suggest that we should vo to the Federal Power 

(Commission and the Army. Who do you think we should call from 
\rmy that we have not vet called ¢ 

Vir. Wintrams. I would call the Chief of Engineers and ask him for 
best qualified engineer. 

senator Anperson, As I remember, we did eall for the Chief 

vineers, did we not ? 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Chairman, Colonel Whipple was to come 
gowith M Fernald, the civilian engineer at Portland, but Colonel 
ippie was tied up ‘in some additional hearings and could not be 

Senator ANDERSON. Did | not ask ( ‘olonel Whipple to be here ¢ 

Mir. Linewraver. I asked him at your direction. He felt he could 

t add partic larly to Mr. Fernald’s testimony, lL understand. 

Senator Anprerson. And Mr. Fernald did come and testify. 

Mi. Linewraver. Yes, sir. All of the testimony before the Federal 

Power Commission will be incorporated in these hearings by reference 

d will be available to the committee. 

Senator Anprrson. | am merely trying to say that I tried to cover 

ie terrain. 

Mr. Writi1ams. Mr. Chairman, I probably talked too much and too 

id. The only thing I am trying to impress on you, because | know 

has to start here, is this: It is time to get a new goal, and that is the 

mplete development; and the Army engineers then could tell you 
»w much storage you need at Hells Canyon Dam. 

nator ANDERSON, | recognize that we should have complete de- 
obs nt, and that is why Senator Watkins and the rest of us have 
een so interested in a comprehensive storage program on the upper 
oldradd. 

Mr. WitirAMs. I know you have. 

Senator Anperson. If you come in with just one dam, you are not 

ing to get the whole flow of the river; you are not trying to decide 

here you need the storage in order to make the 
ise of it. 

[ have complimented Senator Millikin, who was the author of the 

bill a year ago and 2 years ago, and Senator Watkins, for the work 
ch they have done. We have tried to join with them in making 
ire we do have a comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Witurams. I probably talked entirely too much. I was not 

trying to be critical. I was only trying to impress on you what is 


rreatest possible 
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| 


iistel 


} 


at least my Opmioh, and [ > . 1) lic | { vpecatise Il) 
j } nf. l ] } ‘ I 
»The nearihyg | peneved Vol ‘e exactl' ifter that thing. Because | 
rhit. decided, not as Morrison-IKnuds 


have given it a lot of thou 
but as an mdividual, that 1 wanted to try to sell you someth 
and that 1s complete and ultimate development. 

I intended to start with Senator Mil 
that out Ww hen he vets home. 

Senator ANDERSON. You could not start in a bette 

Mr. \WV ILLIAMS | decided that i long time avo. 

Senator ANprrRson. Twice vou used the expression thi 

hould wake up 

Mr. Witirams. I apologize for that. 

Senator ANpEerson, [ am not worried about that, because we ha 
much worse things than that said about us. If that was the nastiest 
thing that I get in my mail, I nail be happy. 

Mr. WuILLIAMS. | didn't mean to be critical, and I do apologize. 
] am a construction man. I don't talk in exa tly the rioht Way al 
the time. 

Senator WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I think it is about time that 
the whole Congress, not criticizing the committee because it is ow 
iob to be alert to it. but the whole (‘ongress should wake up on these 
matters, and I would say that to the Congress. 

Mr. Wituiams. I have one other thing that happens to be a pet 
of mine, a s long as ] have said as much as | have: | know we have 
to do this ultimately. I say we have to do it now, and this is the 
reason: We spend $35 billion a year for defense and to try to keep out 
of war, and I say that if we would take $5 billion of that a year and 
spend it on the development of our water and our soil and our elec- 
tricity, that is the w avy we are going to Win a war. 

I read that the war would be over tomorrow if we got in an atomic 
war. It isn’t going to be over tomorrow on our side of it. Of that 
I am certain. As long as we can produce enough food for all of our 
people and all of our allies, as long as we have enough power to 
manufacture everything we need, I know it is not going to be over 
tomorrow and it is not voing to be over for a long time, and we are 
voing to need every bit of it to win it. 

At the end of the last war, the reason ] got into Hells Canyon and 
Bridge Canyon and the rest of them in the first place was for only 
one thine: We were in a critical power situation. Had it gone on Z 
more years, I don’t know where we would have been. The Bureau and 
the Army were rushing around everyplace: “Where can we get a 
major block of power /” 

That is the reason I started on the Colorado River. That is the 
reason I started on the Columbia and the Hells Canyon, just for that 
purpose. 

We are 10 times worse off today than we were then. We don’t 
have anywhere near the surcharge. Talk about stockpiling, I want 
to stockpile land and I want to stockpile power and I want to take $5 
billions of those 835 billions. and I want to take it every year that we 
can spend it efficiently. 

Senator Warkrns. I agree that I think you have put your finger on 
one of the prime necessities in our defense program. That is what we 
have been trying to say and that is what Government leaders have said. 

Mr. Wituiams. I know it is. The only opportunity I have had to 
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ike this. Tknow Iam taking vour 
servation. and evervbody else does It is hard 
idmit there are certain chat 


Lut it s hard to get 


more time to th rs | ke this, and | have done as 
] 


anybody eise tias I don’t hay the intelligence, 


yhere the dhswers ire. and | KhHow thev are not too 


th one thing. and that is the goal fir 
the goal we develop a } wran based on how m 
how much can we do later, \ hether we Cah atiord 
fhe assumption that we re Worse OTT 11 power, that 
» stockpiling power, and in the lone rub we are golhg to 
tT Tt. We rule 


nks that are obsolete tomorrow. 


snot going to get a return from planes and 


| don’t recommend Choppimge those off very much. 

th of the money we are spending for defense spent for 

d that is stockpile power and stockpile land. 

Senator NeuBerGeR. May I ask some questions ¢ 

Senator ANDERSON. Go ahe: al. 

I ain wondering whethei we should vo tO lunch and come hack I; 

whether you want to finish with the questions now. 

Senator JACKSON. Why don't we complete Mr. Williams’ testinw 

Mir. WiuUILLIAMS. | would appreciate that. | have a 2-H) ; 

lane reservation if I can possibly make it. 

Senator ANpERSON. Go ahead, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Mr. Williams, you mentioned that vou thoug it 
the power would be cheaper from the three low dams than from the 
(;,overnment adam. 

Mr. WituiAmMs. That is right. 

Senator Neupercer. Has Morrison-Knudsen built other dams in 
[daho for the Idaho Power Co. ¢ 

Mr. Witurams. Six of them. 

Senator Necpercer. In your opinion, why is it that the Idaho Power 
(‘o. charges the highest rate of any power company in the Northwest ? 

Mr. Wititams. It costs more to transmit the power, It is in a thinly 
populated area. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You referred to the vast population crowth a 
few minutes ago. 

Mr. Witurams. That is in the Northwest as a whole. 

Senator NevuBercer. Why do you think it is in the rest of the North 
west but not in Idaho? 

Mr. Wituiams. It is in Idaho, certainly. 

Senator Neupercer. Not now. 

Mr. WitiiaMs. Idaho has done fairly well, not as much as it should. 
It needs more power, 

Senator NEUBERGER. It is my understanding that between 1940 and 
1950, while Oregon and Washington were having the largest popula 
tion gains in the Nation. except California, particularly Oregon, the 
State of Idaho barely maintained the national birth rate. 

Mr. Wiiutams. I don’t have much control over that part of it. 
| Laughter. | 

Senator NevuBerGer. What I mean, sir, is that you referred to vast 
population growth, and new people came into Washington and Ore 


62506 D i6 
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where tf] e\ had cheap power, but new people did not come inte 

here you have high-cost power. It is interesting to me that 

ho have built other plants for the Idaho Power Co., talk about 

“ap this power iS going to be which you are going to produce 

at Hells Canyon, but the rest of the power that the Idaho Power 

Co. produces at projects built by Morrison-Knudsen costs more than 
other power produced by private companies in the Northwest. 

Mr. Wu LIAMS. To produce the power 1s actu: ly cheaper ] think 
that isa matter of record. The power Pe. wduced by the Idaho Powe 
plants is produced at a | ‘r cost than any electric company or any 
Crovernmen pro] ct there is in 1e whe Neath est or in the United 
States. Bn ie transmission problems involved are han er 
The Boise Valley and the area served by Idaho Power is essentially 
ag) cultural valley. and I | lope It stays that way. 

Senator Jackson. You say it is ch aper than any project ¢ 

Witnitams. | cae that is correct. 
KSON ‘heaper than Coulee? 


ng about the insta led generating cost 


[s 
a Wu LIAMS., It dle pe I oa } he ww you eall it ehe eap. 


senarol 7 \CKSON, 
Mr. WinuraMs. T stalled generating capacity, if vou just tool 
} 


cost of t | dam and he } Tpia . Idaho powerplants are the 


‘ansmission costs ? 

Wintniams. That is part of it. The other is that no downriver 
efits accrue to the » Idaho powe rpla it, Or no credit is civen to down 
ver benefits to the | Kahin eanien plans. 

Senator Jackson. But other private utilities in the Northwest are 
n the same situation. 

Mr. Witams. I would like you to name me any private power com- 
pany which. based on their ow oduction of power, is as low as Idaho 
ver Co. is. 
tor Neupercer. All of them have cheaper rates, and many of 
erve AOI ‘ultural are: Li are ver sparsely settled. 
Witttams. Wh 

r Neupercer. We have m: parsely settled areas. 

] am ery faa iliar V t] ‘ither one of y ur States. 

where. 
‘alifornia (jJrevon Powe r 
serve, and the Pacifi 


1 
i 


ery spat ely sett 
er in eastern Oregon. 
enator JACKSON. Pacific ver & Light. 
enator Neupercer. Pacific Power & Light in southwestern Was 
ington. There ai » lots of 
vy, there are many parts of the Boise Valley where you have 
-ommunities close to vour project. You people do two things. 
you talk about vast population growth, and then you talk about 
how sparse ly settled you are. 
Mr. Winitams. We alway 
Senator Neveercer. Then you talk about how cheap the power is 
hich you are going to produce, and then you admit you have the 
vhest rates in the Northwest. 
Mr. Wriiriams. You might fool everybody but me on one thing, 
and that is that the cost of power can never be any cheaper than it is 


1 
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develop it. What you do with those fivures past that point isa 
iter of using the pencil properly. 

\s ~ Pacific Power & Light, 60 percent . the ‘power they sell 1 

om the Bonneville Power Administration, vhich they are able to 
y very ycnep because of the Bonneville Power Administration’s 
ip and the rates at which they sell power, which by the way should 
ve been increased 2 years ago rather shart wait until you have to 


mp it all at once. 

You talk about how much they paid off. I grant you that, yes, 
Le\ built upa terrific cushion. As of now, I believe—it is not m: iybe 
matter of record, and I might be incorrect—that Bonneville Power 
\dministration is absorbing some of that. They need some of that 
shion to maintain the present rate they have built up in the pre- 


us years. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you know that Mr. Ostrander testified that 

their present rate they are $65 million ahead of their schedule of 
epayment ¢ 

Mr. Wiiurams. Yes. I am talking about that, and they are now 

ing into that. 

ator NeuserGER. He did not say that. 

Mir. Winirams. I am saying what I know. 

Senator Neupercer. You have come here today and you have re- 

ited the testimony of witnesses from three great agencies of the 

nited States Govertiment 

Mr. Witriams. I have not refuted the testimony of any of those 

esses. I listened to all of them. 

Senator Neupercer. You have given contradictory testimony. 

Mr. WiittAmMs. No, I haven’t. You interpret it as contradictory. 

Senator Neupercer. That is what you have been doing on Bonne- 

ille. 

Mr. Wittiams. No, I haven't. 

Senator Neusercer. You said the Bonneville rate is too low and 
hould be increased. Mr. Ostrander testified that at the existing rate 
they are $65 million ahead of schedule. Who is right ? 

Mr. Witirams. Senator Neuberger, you are just as aware as I am 

hat Bonneville power rates have to go up and that they will go up. 
| believe the date set at the present time is a year from December 

Senator Neupercer. The point was made by Mr. Ostrander ‘that 
hey are away ahead of schedule. 

Mr. Wintrams. I just made the same point. 

Senator Neupnercer. As some of the new projects come in to be 

umortized, they may, but the point still is that you are saying Bonne- 
ville’s rate is not high enough now, and Mr. Ostrander certainly tes- 

fied they were $65 million ahead of schedule on the existing rate. 

Mr. Witurams. They have built up that cushion in the past. I 

iy just exactly the same as Mr. Ostrander does. In fact, I got my 
igures from the same department. But I am certain that as of right 
today, the Bonneville power is not being produced and distributed 
at the rate they are charging. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, you think the reason the other 
private companies in the Northwest have cheaper rates than the Idaho 
Power Co. is that they are buying power at too low a rate from 
Bonneville ? 

Mr. Witutams. No. I say that makes some of the differential. 
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Senator NEUBERGER. mider's testimony 
bear that out. but we will ne lab further. 
Mir. Winntams. You ! nd t es out, 


King me, 

Senator NEUBERGER. | 
same Chair you are, a i t! 

Mr. Winutams. I heard 
it cifferently in vou do 

Senator Necuercer. We certainly do. Mr. Ostrander’s figures ce 
tainly did not add up to what you say. 

I want to ask another question. You say that your company had 
part in the building of Gra d Coulee. 

Mr. Wiuniams. We did 

Senator NEUBERGER. Oo vouthn k that isa FOO project / 

Mir. Witirams. I do. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of the fact that a private powe 


company desired to preempt that stretch of the river under cirenm 


tances quite similar to those in Hells Canyon today, and that a lon; 


elit had to be carried 0) Vy Senator Dill. senator Bone, and ot] ers, 


vho were advocating Grand Coulee. so that that private company 


would not preempt that stretch of the river and prevent constructio} 
of the high dam at Grand Coulee? Are you aware of that ? 

Mr. Winuiams. Your statement is entirely correct except for one 
assumption, and that is that conditions are the same. They are not 
comparable, They compare in no way. | know Senator Dill very, 
very well, and he and I have discussed this Northwest power picture 
lnany, many times. 

Senator Nevunercer. Do you think his judgment is good ? 

Mr. Witutams. I think his judgment is very good up to the engi- 
neering point. If somebody gives him the engineering data which is 
necessary, I think his judgment is very, very good. 

Senator NevBercer. You know he testified in favor of S. 1333 at 
Pasco ? 

Mr. Winuiams. I don’t know whether he did or not, but I doubt if 
he had the facts available to him to testify on. 

Senator Neusercer. Nobody has facts except yourself! 

Mr. Witirams. That is why I am trying to give those to you, 
Senator. 

Senator Neupercer. It is fortunate you are so much better u 
formed. 

Mr. Wiiurams. I work at it. 

Senator Neupnercer. I want to thank you very much for coming. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson (presiding). Further questions ? 

Senator MiL.ikin. I want to say I appreciate the testimony of the 
witness. I have not been here long enough to be able to evaluate it 
completely. I do not think you have anything to apologize about. 

Mr. Witutams. Thank you. 

Senator Minurkrn. On that phase there are blows to give as well as 
to receive. I was glad to see you putting them out as well as taking 
some. 

Mr. Wiiutams. Thank you. I still hope this summer sometime, 
Senator, that Mr. McClellan and three or four others from the Bureau 
office and I can still sit down and talk to you. 
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itor Minnikin. | will be delighted. 
itor Jackson. Any further questions of the witness / 
ator Warkins. | have some further questions, but I think 
ht to let him vO, He has to eateh a plane, | can ask them ot 
ebody else. 
enator Jackson, All] right. 
| take it that it is the wish of the committee that we recess until 2 
ock. We have one more witness, Mr. R. P. Parry, I believe, special] 
sel for the Idaho Power Co. 
Phe committee will stand in recess until 2 o'clock this afternoon. 
Whereupon, at 12:35 b. m.. the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
». m.. of the same day. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
Che hearing resumed at 2 P. Ma.) 
Senator ANperson. The hearing will be in order. We will hear 
mi Mr. Parry. 


STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY, ATTORNEY-AT-LAW, TWIN FALIS, 
IDAHO; COUNSEL, IDAHO POWER CO. 


Vir. Parry. Mr. Chairman, in order to be able to present this mat 
e] ate. and speedily and to cover all angles of it, if possible, I have 
— to sit up near me certain of my associates; and for the record I 
Id like to identify one of them as Mr. C. E. Fix, who, until 1950 
= chief counsel of the Bureau of Reclamation, and since that time, 
of my law partners. Mr. Robert Hogg, Mr. Don Barkley, and 
ed Tonetti are all engineers who have assisted us in our work i 
s matter. With the advice of these ve ntlemen, I trust that I ean 
swer any questions whic hi you may fire at me. 
My name is R. P. P arry. Iam an attorney residing in Twin Falls, 
aho, where I have practiced law for 34 years. My office has long 
epresented and now represents several large « ‘anal companies and 
gation districts, and a major portion of my practice has been in 
nection with water rights and irrigation matters. 
ln addition to that, I have been active in re prese nting the State - 
Idaho in negotiations on the Columbia River compact, both the 1 
formal negotiations when the proceedings first started, and J ete tod 
iirman of the Idaho compact commission since it became formally 
organized, 
| am representing the Idaho Power Co. as special counsel in the pro 
eedings before the Federal Power Commission, wherein they are 
sing’ licenses to build three dams in the so-called Hells Canyon 
ich of the Snake River. I am appear ing here as their attorney to 
tate their position with respect to the proper development of that 
stretch of the Snake River. 
The Idaho Power Co. is an entirely independent company, not 
Inga subsidiary of, or having a any ee ite connections with, any 
her company. All of its oflicei's and directors reside in its service 
trea. Manv of them have been neighbors and friends of mine for a 
quarter of a century. Collectively, they represent a cross section of 
ie people of the area, including as they do among their numbers, 
farmers, stockmen, merchants, and profes ssional men who are long 
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time, bona fide residents of the area. ‘These are the active poli 
making and directing heads of the company. 

In certain quarters, much ado has been made of the fact that awa 
back in 1915, this company, like many others, took advantage of t] 
then more modern and up-to-date corporation laws of the State « 
Maine, and there secured its charter. The company’s stock is tod 
owned by 11,000 shareholders scattered throughout the entire 
States. The largest number, however, are residents of Idaho, being : 
percent of the total: and more than 60 percent of the stockholde: 
reside in the 11 Western States. The corporate voting power of 1 
preferred and common shares owned by stockholders living in Ida! 
is nearly double that of the stock owned in any other State. 

Senator Anperson. Did you hear the testimony that I think t 
representative of the CLO gave on the fact that certain large co 
yanies were the principal owners of Idaho Power’ Was tl 
neorrect / 

Mr. Parry. Yes. Jt was inadvertent. Ido not think it was due 
any intentional misrepresentation on the part of whoever the witn 
was. At the time of one of the company’s financings i 
the dates were such that the records of the ownership were filed wit 
the FPC about the time that the underwriting group had a large 
centage of the stock in the hamMmes ot these various brokerage compat 
and before it had been distributed to the real owners. It is a matt 
that we have labored many times. It has been debated and argu 
out. It is a case where a fact. does not represent the real facts. 
the general situation is that no more than 2 percent of the corpora 
voting powel Is posst ssed DY any single owher, and 935 percel l of 
the company’s shareholders are individuals. Among the remainin; 
7 percent are institutional investors all over the I nited States, inclu 
Ing insurance companies, employees’ pension trust funds and nume 


? 
i 
I 
I 


and stock issu 


ous college and educational institutions, churches, religious organiz 
tions, hospitals. «nd charitable groups. It is estimated that, by rea 
of insurance coiipany ownerships, for instance, indirect financial inte) 
est in the company Is held by over 135,000 insurance policyholders 
Idaho alone. 

In short, the Idaho Power Co. is probably more of a locally owne: 
and managed company than any other utility in the western part « 
the United States. Of course, the issuance and sale of the company 
securities 1s subject to the control and regulation of the Federal Powe: 
( ‘omm ssion. the Skt ; and the regulatory boclies of the St ites in whi 
Iractu lly operates. 

No one would think for a moment that its stock ownership woul 
he substantially different if its original corporate charter had beet 
obtained in the State of Idaho rather than in Maine. Obviously. 
securities of any company are distributed over the entire Unite 
states wherever investors are located. Idaho Power is truly a local] 
directed and managed cor pany, with its primary obligation the bes 
possib] 


service area and t! further chligatton f alweys »roviding ! 


e and most economical service to the power consumers in 


resources to meet the increas o demands ol its customers, 
: a “wale 
At this point, I might mention parenthetically one of the sour notes 
of this hearing, namely, the completely uncalled for personal attac! 
upon the company by a previous witness named Ellis. His statements 
concerning past dealings by the company and certain REA coopera 
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ves are so incorrect and untruthful and so violent in nature to 
pproach libelous matter. 

Perhaps the reason for this is the very obvious fact that the REA’s 
ive never found the service area of the Idaho Power Co. a fertile 
eld for their activities because the company itself has done such a 
iperior job of rural electrification. Idaho Power Co. was a pioneer 

the field of rural electrification, long before the RE A’s were ever 
ought of. And at the present time it serves more than 99 percent 

of all the farms in its area, no matter how scattered they may be, 
nd it charges every one of these farmers identically the same rates 
it does its urban customers. Instead of the facts being as they 
ere related by this man Ellis, the true facts are as follows: 
1. In every case where an REA was involved the first move was a 
quest by either the REA itself or some of its members to the Idaho 
,ower Co. re ql esting the ec pan tot ike them over. 


) 


2. Jn every case the proposal was given widespread publi ity and 
cliscusse at length with the REA oflicers ana | enibers before 

ly steps were taken. 

». In every case the question of selling to Idaho Power was dete 
solely by a vote of the members of the cooperative. 


] ! 1 . . . 
Vy case, the members voted overwhelmingly in favor of 


vel 
tone | : “ . 
Idaho Power, the largest negative vote being 47 out of a 


rid } ° 
of more than 400 member's 1n a cooperative im one instance. 


‘ In eve ry case [Idaho Power repaid the existine Crovernment lo ns 
full, as well as other liabilities of the cooperative. 
6.4 every ise. the minute the members became idaho Powe I's 
istomers, they benefited through much lower rates than they had 


as rive mibe > ot the cooperatives, and they still CO} tinue to enjoy 


ashamed of in connection with its 


os } ] 
vy proud of its record. It ill- 


thess I mislead the Congress by incor ‘thy tating 


In this mnstance, the witness Kllis went one step further 


ine charges again { the Idaho Pov er Co. in connect on with 

River Co Op, and REA Co op located far from the service area 

of Idaho Power, and with whi h the company has not the remotest 
rest. 

vr AwprerRson. Did he te 

= 1 stimony, and | did ot hear it. 

RRY. ‘Thatis one of those he named, Mr. Chai 

ator JACKSON. In his verbal statement 4 
Parry. Yes. 

enator Werker. All of his 


here. 


I> 


Senator -} AcKso 
Senator Wrixer. I he: 
msenator PA cSON. [didn mneara f ), estimon: 
Parry. Since these statement have been made previ usly DY 
~ the compa > has prenpat qi, ANE have here with me, a detailed 
atement of the facts concerning acn the transactions involved. 
and I respectfully ask, Mr. Chairman, that space be reserved immed 
ately following the statement of Mr. Ellis for the insertion of those 
statements by the Idaho Power Co. as the true record 1 this matter. 


; : : : , 4] de la? it} 
Certainiv this ree ord should speak Ol} truth and t! whole truth where 





t for thy 
"hat isthe statement / 
RY. >| just referred to. 
tor Neunercer. May I ask a parliamentary point of ordet 
cedure / 
\nperson. Yes. Let me dispose of this first, if vou do n 
»do not v0 back and sandwich i ements page by pag 
by line in anybody’s testimony in any he: ve, We will 
at the conclusion of you testimol y. 
Mir. Parry. Thank you. 
ERSON 
interlinin ‘emi by evervbody who 
nvying statements a d genet i] eriticisn 
ne sake ¢ fou procedures in the future. we \ ould rat] 
f at the en 
Mr. Parry. S mply so we have it inthe record. 
Senator ANDERSON. Senatol Neuberger. 


} 
' 


of your remarks if that strikes vou as fair. 


=~ itor Neusercer. Great minds think alike I wondered 
wv Mr. Parry, what about other witnesses. 
ANDERSON. I am physically so exhausted 
to start going ba k and finding where we cal 
This is much easier, and I think more satisfactory. 
arry. For the last several years, the Idal Power Co. 

] 
i 


with every facility at its command, to expand its power ge 


facilit eS for the benefit oft power users, both those nits owl 

area, and in the Pacific Northwest as a whole. In 1947, it 
nitiated proceedings for the pier rly deve ‘lopment of this stretch of 
the Snake River below Weiser, by filing application for a preliminary 
permit rw the first ste p,tl he Oxbow project. 

Phe compan) willingly held its application in abeyance while the 
natter of Federal construction in that area was debated at length i 
woth the Sist and 82d C ongeresses., Federal seaderaiiin having heen 
denied by those Congresses, the Idaho Power Co. has since beer 
strent jously seeking permission to proceed with the construction of its 
complete propos sec project. Delaying tactics have been con itinually 
used inane fort to impede the orderly process of a determination of the 

Power’s application by the F ‘ederal Power Commission. Only 
after hearings and proceedings extending over almost three 
ars’ time, are we about to receive the trial examiner’s decision in 


] 
i 
} 
i 


those proceedings. 

The ones who have suffered chiefly from this needless delay are, 
irst, the power consumers and residents of the Idaho Power Co. 
service area, and secondarily, the Pacific Northwest as a whole. TT] 
rapid expansion of irrigation pumping in the Idaho Power Co.’s area, 
probably the greatest expansion in the whole United States, has 
created a large summer demand for power, which occurs coincidentally 
with the lowest stream flows. In order to provide for this greatly 
increased summer load, Idaho Power has been forced to undertake 
the costly stopgap measure of underwriting construction of new steam 
ao capac ity by Utah Power & Light Co. at Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Under this arrangement. the Idaho Power Co. will obtain 100,000 
kilowatts of steam power from June 1, 1955, through October 1956, 
with diminishing amounts in 1957 and 1958, in which last year the 
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arrangement terininates. The whole veneration picture in the com 

inv’s area is acute. We have the anomalous situation of irrigation 
farmers, located in an area of vast potential hydroelectric production, 
peng compelled to use a substantial portion of | Heh priced steam 
power during their pumping season, due to the unwarranted delay in 
allowing this company to proceed with an orderly expansion of its 
system. 

Actual shortages have occurred to such an extent that last summer 
the company was, for the first time, compelled to reduce some of its 
interruptible service to the great electric furnaces located in its terri- 
tory, which manufacture elemental phosphorus. The situation has 
likewise discouraged the establishment of additional facilities in 
southern Idaho for re fining phosphs ite rock, although there are those 
anxious to proceed as soon as power is available. Particularly this 

ay has prevented the Idaho Power Co., 2 member of the Northwest 
Power pool, from maintaining its delivery of large amounts of surplus 
power into this pool where it is badly needed in the western group. 
~ T should say parenthetically, in recent years aside from the Bonne- 
ille Power Administration, the Idaho Power Co. in the past was the 
enmeal contributor of surplus power over to the western group of the 
pool, 

So, to that extent, the delay has impeded industrial expansion in 
the whole Northwest. 

The overall pies which the Idaho Power Co. is seeking permis 
sion to build is, in size, fully comparable with any of the other large 
projects prop maul in the Columbia River which will cost ma ny th 
more in public money. Initially, the installed generating capacity 
will be approximately 800,000 kilowatts, with provision for addi tional 

nstallations | up to 1.17: 5.000 kilowatts. This larger installation will 
be effective principally for peaking purposes and will be justifiable 
only when the region needs peaking power in that amount. ‘These 
installations will develop the full available head of 602 feet (exactly 
the identical head with that of any other proposed structure in the 
area) and will, from the very beginning have a peaking « ‘apability 
of 900.800 kilowatts, which will be increased, when additional installa- 
itons are made, to 1,300 kilowatts. The assured advent of a project 
of this size would accomplish untold good, not only in the company’s 
service area but in the whole Pacific Northwest. 

This development will be achieved by a combination of three dams, 
even the smallest of which. Oxbow, is more than twice the height of 
the famous Bonneville Dam, and includes about the maximum amount 
of storage capacity which is economically justifiable in that stretch 
of the river, namely, the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon. 
References to the company’s proposed structures as small dams are 
not only often maliciously intended, but are not based on facts. 

The structure farthest upstream is the great Brownlee dam, 395 
feet high. four times higher than Bonneville. Or, for another ex- 
ample, equivalent in height to a 30-story building. This will create a 
reservoir 571 » miles long which will impound 114 million acre-feet of 
water, of whan h 1 million acre-feet will be located above the minimum 
head and be available for power production and flood control. Here 
will be installed initially 360,400 kilowatts of generating capacity 
with peaking capability of 414,400 kilowatts. 
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This dam, and each of the others, will, in conformity with the 
specifications of the Army Corps of Engineers, provide spillway ca- 
pacity of 300,000 cubic feet per second, capable of passing more tha1 
twice the recorded amount of water ever known to have flown through 
this section of the river. Likewise, the Brownlee Dam will have the 
proper amount of discharge c +00 ity, specified by the Army engineers, 
to provi le for speedy evacuation and cons sequent use of the storage 
space for flood control. The wate r stored behind the Brownlee Dam 
will be used, not only through its own generators, but also through 
f the two lower plants: and thereafter through all other dams 

lower Snake and Columbia rivers, however im: uly may be built. 

» power production head of the company’s three plants will never 

than 501 feet, even after all usable storage is evacuated, which 
will give greater dependable peaking capacity than any other plan 
proposed for the development of this stretch of the river. 

Next, downstream from Brownlee is the 200 feet high Oxbow Dam 
which, as mentioned, is double the height of Bonneville Dam, and 
higher than any business buil ding in Washington. Initially, there 

ll be an installed capacity of 151,000 kilowatts with a peaking ¢ a- 
pacity of 175,600 kilowatts. An existing tunnel at this site, con- 
structed in connection with a small plant installed at this point by a 
predecessor company, makes it possible to complete this plant and 
have it actually produci ing power ata very early date. 

The third plant of the combination is the Hells Canyon plant, 320 
feet high, about as tall as a 25-story building, and with an lanttinas 
head 46 feet higher than Niagara. Initi: lly there will be built 272,000 
kilowatts of installed capacity with a peaking « ‘apability of 312,000 
kilowatts. The development of the Hells Canyon reach by these three 
plants provides great flexibility both in construction scheduling and 
in later operation. 

Brownlee Dam can be completed in from 36 to 38 months from the 
time a go-ahead signal is received. At Oxbow, if construction is 
started before August 1 in any year, the first unit can be completed 
and be on the line within 1 year’s time, and the whole ea finished 
in 16 months. And if started later in any calendar year, Oxbow can 
be fully completed in not more than 18 months. Hells Cc anyon can 
be completed in from 36 to 38 months from the time permission is 
granted. Or, to put it another way, the entire project of three plants, 
if constructed concurrently, can be constructed and fully producing 
n about 36 to 38 months. 

Because of the great delay, the Idaho Power Co.’s demand for im- 
mediate additional power has become so imperative, and so great, that 
the company presently plans to start immediately simultaneous con- 
struction of the largest projec , that is, th Brownlee project, and the 
Oxbow project. As has been men tioned, the latter can have power on 
the line within 12 months if work can be started in any year before 
‘ugust 1. By the time access roads can be constructed to the Hells 
Canyon site proper, the company will be ready to promptly begin 
construction of that structure, so that it, too, will be completed within 
the allotted time. 

Because of the great and impending power shortage in the North- 
west, there is no question in our minds that adequate contracts for 
ny surplus power from this project, and for the construction of the 

ecessary additional interconnecting lines, will have been arranged, 


Wil 


{ 
} 
I 
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that there will be in effect substantially simultaneous construction 
i the three p l: ants whic h mit ake up the over: ill project involve d. Whe re 
se in the P ac ific Northwest is it possl ble to gveta pl ‘ t with this tre 
endous, and very usable, production capacity in such a short time ? 

The costs of constructing ods projects have been « suefally worked 
l. and have been reviewed and rereviewed. It is now known that, 

present costs, the maximum costs will be for Brownlee $63,594,800 ; 

Oxbow $23,604.500: for Hells Canyon $45,800,800. This totals 

million for the whole project. Not ( nly is a company certain 
it these projects can be constructed for this sum, but likewise, it has 
nn for its acceptance, if it desires, the unqualified firm offer of the 
rnationally famous construction company, Morrison-Kuudsen Co.,, 
maj ete t}) Se | rojects ind rhirn them over t the company as gong 
neerns for that sum of money, as was indicated by further testimony 
this hearing this morning. 
= all pro} ability, the plants will cost the company less than this. 
‘acdy firm commitments have been obtained from manufacturers 
venerators and electrieal equipme nt which will enable the com 
hy to make a saving on those items alone of $8 million. It is entirely 
bable that like savings can be rosie on many other items. In any 
ent. because of this firm commitment of this contracting firm, there 
in be no question but that the top cost of the overall project will not 
nore than $133 million. This power Ww ill then cost, on installed 
ipacity, only $176.45 per kilowatt at Brownlee; $156.50 per kilo- 
itt at Oxbow : and only S168.40 pe rv kilowatt at Hells ¢ anyon. This 
extremely cheap hydropower in any man’s language. 

Che production of these plants 1s badly needed, both in the Idaho 
Power Co. service area and the Northwest as a whole. Because of the 
lelay that has ensued, the production of the Brownlee project will 
e required in the company’s service area by the time ‘hat that strue- 
ure is completed, even if that can be st: ited during the current year. 
\nd so also will be the production of the Oxbow plant if the con- 
truction of that installation is started simultaneously with Brownlee. 
\s me ntioned, production ean be achieved from that source within a 

inimum of | year if construction is started before August first. 

Joint studies, currently being carried on by the affected companies, 
ndicate a power shortage in the Idaho Montana-Utah area by the 
ummer of 1957, as matters now stand. The production of the Hells 
Canyon plant will, in any event, be absorbed by the company as that 
plant is completed in due course in an orderly construction program. 
However, the problem is sufficiently pressing to indicate the need of 
ccelerating the immediate and simultaneous construction of all of 
hese units so that the Idaho company as a member of the Northwest 
power pool can contribute its excess power to the power-short region 
on the coast at as early a date as possib le, and continue to supply this 
urplus to those areas until the overall construc tion program of both 
he region as a whole and the company’s own service area catches up 
vith the needs. 

Operation of the company’s project will be completely integrated, 
both electrically and hydraulically with the Northwest power pool as 

whole. Ample facilities for this integration will be provided as 
ind when needed. 

Just recently there have been power shortages in the Northwest 
which required the cutting off of interruptible power to industrial 
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customers and, in turn, caused those establishments to use high-co 
steain power, mMue ‘h of it from obsolete p ylants. Not only is there th 
impending shortage in the company's immediate area, as I have just 
mentioned, but also the Governor’s Power Conference Committee fo) 

ie Pacific Northwest indicates that. even taking into account all con 
struction now definitely planned, there will be. under median wate 
conditions. a deficiency of some 889.000 kilowatts by the winter oO} 
1960-61. This deficiency will increase until it will reach, by 1963-64. 
the vast total of 1.961.000 kilowatts. 

If in any of those years critical water conditions occur, even next 
year, there will be large deficiencies. 

ae from the Idaho Power Co.'s project can be ready and ay: 
able in time to assist in meeting this anticipated load growth i 
company IS vive n promp t pe rmiission to proceed. 

Idal 1O Power Co., as I have me ntioned, has been a member ot the 
Northwest power pool since its Inception 14 years ago. The Nort! 
west power pool has been the vehicle whereby all electric svstems 
the Northwest have complete ly coordinated operation of their 
ating resources to carry the regional load as effic iently as possil le, 
The result. has been oreat benefits to both the individu: il systems and 
the region as a whole. These benefits from coordinated operation 
have been so great and so obvious that it is inconceivable that the 
Northwest power pool will not continue to exist. Judging from ex 
perience in other parts of the country, coordinated operation of 
resources continues to expand over wider and wider areas. As loads 
crow, it has been found that further mutual benefits accrue from 
coordinated operation of large power pools in adjacent regions. 

Already connected with the Northwest power pool, through its 
existing ties with the Montana Power Co. and the Utah Power & 
Light Co.. the Idaho Co. is immediately st arting construction of a 
new 230.000-volt line from Baker to LeGrande, Oreg., which will pro 
vide a tie between its system and the Federal Bonneville system. Any 
other lines, if any may be anes to afford a more extensive tie be 
tween the two systems, will be built as needed. 

In other words, speedy construction of the Idaho Co.’s plants is the 
one known and practic al method for the speediest relief of the critical 
power shortage in the States of Oregon and Washington. Until im 
peded by the delay in these projects, the Idaho Co. had never h: ue a 
power shortage in its area. Once this delay is removed, that situati« 
will be spe edily remedied, and also ade litional contributions will | 
available for the region to the west. 

The amount of usable storage provided in the company’s plan, 
namely, 1 million acre-feet, was arrived at, after extensive studies 
by the Idaho Co.’s engineers, as being the maximum amount of 
storage that could be economically justified at this point on the Snake 
River. The amount is neither accidental nor a figure picked out of 
the air. These engineers were confronted with the task of ascertain- 
ing the maximum amount of storage which, under conditions that 
could reasonably be Xpe ted on the river. could be developed at a 
construction cost within the realm of good business judgment. Also, 
they took into account the amount of storage which could be operated 
so that it would not damage, but on the contrary, assist, the only im- 
portant navigation involved, namely, that on the Snake River below 
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dams and above Lewiston and the amount of storage justifiable 

it reach of the river as flood control. 

Phe company engineers took all of these factors into account. And 

tuse to inquire whether anyone would think that these engineers 
id any ulterior motive in selecting a reservoir with 1 million 

e-feet of usable storage / Or if they would not have recommended 
reservoir with a larger storage capacity if it had been economically 
istifiable / 

Senator ANprerson. Do Lunderstand that you think that the Bureau 
f Reclamation and the Army Corps of Engineers who have worked 

Hells Canyon Dam itself cid not have eood judement or were not 
cood engineers / 

Ir. Parry. Neither, Mr. Chairman. I think they did not have 

time and the op portunity to give it the thorough ana complete 
-tudy that our engineers have had to do it. The 308 Re ‘port, by its 
wh terms and by the statement of the engineers was rather a quickie 
eport gotten out in the defense program hurry. The Bureau of 
Reclamation report was one rather of a competitive nature. Most of 
he men I know personally. I think our men were able to give it a 
nore thorough and complete study from a lot more and different 
gles, and particularly from the angle of one that had to justify it 
nd make it pay for itself and not be coming out of the Public 
reasury, 

Senator Nevpercer. May I ask a question here / 

Mr. Parry. You may. 

Senator NeuBerGer. You said the 308 Report was a quickie report. 
Therefore, you feel that it was not essentially accurate / 

Mr. Parry. Well, those are your words, and I know you are an 
xpert at that. I think some of the projects in there are much better 

ought out and worked out than some of the others. I understand 
from the Army engineers, from direct inquiry, that they never made 

comparison in the Snake River of a project similar to ours and a 
igh one. You can look in there and see a dam site, as you so well 
now, any place in the river. That is the easiest thing. It is the 
economics that is difficult. 

Senator Neunercer. The thing that puzzles me about your state- 

ent is this: It is obvious the same men with the same methods worked 

i the whole report. They did not send incompetent people into the 
Snake River and have competent people somewhere else. Do you 
think then the report is accurate at Libby or John Day or Chief 
Joseph, or anywhere else / 

Mr. Parry. I think it would be presumptuous for me to question 
t, but I do not think the same men worked on all of them. I under 
stand that they divided it up. 

Senator Nevuspercer. You do not think, by chance, just incompetent 
nen went into the Hells Canyon area / 

Mr. Parry. If you recall, I carefully said they were not incom 
petent. 
~ Senator Nevusercer. You said it was a quickie report 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 

Senator Nevsercer. This is the thing I do not understand: How 
you can say that the report is inaccurate as to that one project and 

vet you are accepting the reports on other sites of the very people in 
this administration who oppose this one project. I do not understand 


that. 





724 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Mr. Parry. Maybe your puzzlement would convey itself to me 
I had not spent so much time on it. The point I am making is that 
our engineers had no magic nor was there any reason for them t: 
take any figure for storage except the best figure. 

Before you came in, I introduced them. Most of them are sitting 
here behind me. They made an unfettered study of the subject an: 
came up with this. If it had been another one, I am sure that is the 
one they would have come up with. 

Senator Anprerson. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Parry. You may. 

Senator ANDERSON. ne just said something which I do not profess 
to quote your words exactly, but you said these dams would be feasible 
and good business and aon money would not come out of the publi: 
‘Treasury. Let us take the Hoover Dam. 

Mr. Parry. Could I define the terms I used there ? 

Senator Anprerson. I wondered if you thought the Hoover Dam 
took money out of the Federal Treasury or put money into it? 

Mr. Parry. I would not know. ‘They had to justify a project so 
they could go, as someone said here this morning, to the toughest 
bankers and lawyers in New York and say, “Here it is. We can build 
it, and we can borrow money and pay the money back.” 

Senator Anprerson. My difficulty is that I am trying to find out if 
you do regard some of these ventures, just because the Government 
builds them, as necessarily taking money out of the Federal Treasury 
I spoke early in the hearings about the Salt River project, for example, 
which has put back into the Federal Treasury much more than it evei 
took out and still is going to return its entire cost. 

Mr. Parry. Mr. Chairman, I have spent my mature lifetime living 
on reclamation projects, and I have made that kind of “chamber oi 
commerce speech” many a time. 

Senator AnpERsoN. Do you regard that as a “chamber of commerce’ 
speech / 

Mr. Parry. I believe it is. 

Senator Anperson. I do not regard it as that at all. 

Mr. Paray. I realize it isa factual speech, too. 

Senator Anperson. Why do you think it is a “chamber of commerce 
speech” if I recited what happened in a particular area ? 

Mr. Parry. I use “chamber of commerce speech” in the sense of 
being a boosting speech or a cheering on speech. I did not mean it 
was Inaccurate. 

Senator Anperson. In any event, what was wrong with Hoover 
Dam? It came out of the Public Treasury. 

Mr. Parry. May I make this statement ? 

Senator Anperson. It cost $160 million, but it will all come back, 
and then the Government will still own it. 

Mr. Parry. I make this statement further on in my paper, and | 
would like to make it now: I am not comparing these projects in any 
— on the basis of the virtue or the lack of virtue of public power 

r private power. I am trying to compare them as abstract or ab- 
salehs projects, what they will do and what they will cost. 

Senator Anverson. That is what I would think we should get. 

Mr. Parry. Obviously, representing a private company, IT ama 
private-power man, but I do not believe that this is the time or place 
to argue the virtues of public power versus private power or the very 
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interesting subject which you suggest, whether Hoover Dam cost the 
United States anything or not, which 1, of course, do not aap 

All engineers seem agreed that the pe ‘riod covered by the years 
1929-48 is a very typical period in the ¢ olumbia River Basin, contain 
ne, as it does, both a series of drou: oht vears ind a series of years with 
iverage stream How. 

in evaluating the filling possibilities of any reservoir in this area, 
one cannot simply take the flow of the stream and assume that that 
amount of water shown by the flow of the stream will necessarily be 
available for storage in the future. In any of these projects, we must 
necessarily think of a 50-year period at a storage site on the Snake 
River above the mouth of the Salmon. 

Studies must be made each year to ascertain the amount of storable 
water there, taking into account the flows both on the Snake River 
at that point, and on the Columbia River. For it is obvious that no 
economic good would be achieved, but rather that harm would he 
done, if any effort were made to store water at a time when it was 
requrets for power production. Whe me ver the flow on the Columbia 
b ‘the mouth of the Snake is less than that usable by the turbines 
eal in the largest plant on the lower Columbia, storing water in 
Hells Canyon will reduce generation at the lower Columbia plants. 

oring of water on the Hells Canyon reach will almost always reduce 

ie amount of energy that can be generated at plants in the Hells 

anvon reach. It is obvious that water cannot be stored in Hells 
Canyon whenever such refilling would reduce power production on 
the Snake River and the lower Columbia plants below the amounts 
needed by the Northwest power pool as a whole. 

I interpolate that that is where we get into a great deal of difficulty, 
when we talk about average flows of the stream and do not take the 
time to analyze and ascertain the amount of actu: ually storable water 
looking at the comparative flow of the two stre: 

There has been so much discussion in this ines aring as to the amount 
of water available for storage at the Hells Canyon site. For that 
reason, we think it is essential that the record contain, and we now 
offer a table which is one of the exhibits at the Federal Power Com 
mission hearing covering the streamflows from 1929 to 1948. I would 
like to offer this and discuss it briefly for a moment. 

Senator Jackson. Before you do that, might I just ask this, Mr. 
Parry: Mr. Crandall’s figures, I think, went all the way back to 1911. 
What is the reason for your compilation from 1929 to 1948, and his 
runs from 1911 to 1954? 

Mr. Parry. Most of the figures on this, as I will shortly point out, 
were taken from a report prepared by a subcommittee of a large com- 
mittee known e ‘olumbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee. They 
are not mine. I did not select the years. As I just read from my pre- 
pared statement, they selected the years 1929 to 1948 as being a ty pical 
20-year period containing, as they do, the years in the 30’s which we * 
drought years and the years in the 40’s which have been a great deal 
above normal. For its value, we submit it as being a typic ‘al period. 
We have better compilations and records on that than for any other 
period in the river. 

Senator Jackson. The reason I ask the question is that Mr. Cran- 
dall, I take it, is a pretty competent individual. 
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Mr. Parry. He did not tabulate the flows in this manner, Mr. 

itor. 
Senator JACKSON. a me ¢ 

Mr. Parry. He did not tabulate these flows under the same condi- 

und exact ly the same as they are on this exhibit. 
nator JACKSON. I assume they are all from the official figures. 

His figures are from 1911 to 1925 at Weiser and from 1924 to 1954 at 
Oxbow. 

Mr. Parry. If lL may submit this and explain it, I thing I can clear 


nator Jackson. All right. Go ahead. You see the reason [ 
dl. 
Mr. Parry. it is a very intelligent question. May I offer this for 
the record ¢ 
Senator Anprerson. The table will be put in the record at this point. 
the table referred to follows :) 


timated water available for storage ipr. 15 to Lug. 15, Snake River at Oxrhou 


19 2008 
725.000 1,196,000 


5,000 2,000 


A cre-feet 


, 000 , 004, 000 971, 000 
O00 796, 000 4, 000 
O00 810, 000 397, 000 
OO , 687, 000 l 1, OOF 
000 , 882, 000 677, 000 
O00 646, 000 507, 000 
000 136, 000 73, 000 
91, 000 1, 927, 000 ; , 000 
» O00 1, 017, O01 768, 000 
000 3, 314, 000 3, 393, 000 
2, 000 810, 000 ‘ 5, 000 
7, 000 , 262, OOF 000 
285, 000 401, 000 - 000 
12, 000 386, 000 . oo 000 
12, 000 846, O00 5 3, 000 
5. 000 . SOL, 000 43, 000 
000 2, 082, 000 4 , 000 


000 2, 753, 000 3, 175, 000 


), 000 1, 710, 000 2. , 000 
9 000 3,111, 000 2, 912, 000 


000 1, 594, 000 , 487, 000 


Mr. Parry. So far as I know, no question was raised in the hearing 
of the Federal Power Commission as to the accuracy of this compila- 
tion of figures. 

Senator Jackson. Where does it come from? 

Mr. Parry. As I say, mostly from the CBIAC subcommittee. 

Senator Jackson. Where did they get them ? 

Mr. Parry. They complied them from water supply papers of the 
United States Geological Survey. 

Senator Jackson. I am trying to get it straight so I do not mis- 
understand the testimony here. Do I take it, then, that the figures 
which you are quoting stem from the same source that Mr. Crandall 
quoted ? 

Mr. Parry. Yes. Then certain assumptions are applied, which I 
vill go into. 
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Senator Jackson. Interpretations. F 
the accuracy of the figures. 

Mr. Parry. I think basically all of us who talk about the Snake 
River and Columbia River start from figures of streamflows compiled 
by the United States Geological Survey, and all of these reports 
from them. 

Senator Jackson. If you will distinguish between the actual com 
pilation and the interpretive figures, I think that is important. 

Mr. Parry. That same group, after taking so-called historic flow, 
which would be the recorded flow, made changes in this compilation 
bringing it up to what they call 1948 conditions. In other 
this 1s made up under the assumption that in the year 
were the same as they were in 1948. 
Crandall. 
it. 

ao in the first column, which is arbitrarily labeled “1962”°—and 
that is an assumption—it was assumed that 367,000 more acres were 
beitig irrigated in the upper Snake River than were actually irrigated 
in 1948, and that there was a 5,000 second-foot release for navigation 
which is the amount the Army engineers have indicated is the proper 
navigation release for the lower Snake River. 

If those conditions had existed, then for those conditions the stream- 
flows for the years in question would be as tabul: a in column 1. 

Already since 1948, out of that 367, someplace between 200,000 and 
225,000 are now being irrigated. So, if 1962 is the correct year, it is 
allowing for only about 147,000 more acres to come in, in the next 7 
years, which is much less than has been coming in. 

The next column has the arbitrary figure of 1977, which is a judg- 
ment figure and assumes that by th: at time there will be 725,000 more 
acres than there were in existence in 1948. Mr. Riter used for that 
figure 631,000. In other words, there is a slight variation in judg 
ment between the engineers as between 725,000 and 631,000. I think 
that that difference of less than 100,000 acres is so minor that it would 
not make any difference in the figures. 

Again it is assumed that for that year there would be 5,000 second 
feet of water released for navigation. 

You will notice that all of these figures, as shown by the heading 
at the top, are for the period April 15 to August 15. They are com- 
piled under the assumption that that is the flood period on the 
‘olumbia River, that that is the time when the Columbia River flows 
enough to produe e full production at the downstream Columbia River 
plants and enough even to justify closing down the production of 
power up in the Snake River, and that those are the amounts of water 
which are available for storage. It is interesting to note the amounts 
that will be annually available for storage under that assumption. 

The last figure, 2008, the same figure used by Mr. Crandall, is 
used by the C BI AC, that there would be an increase of 1,196,000 acres, 
and there the navigation release has been dropped to 2,000 cubic feet 
per second. That isa point which I should like to mention. 

There has been some suggestion that there is a navigation benelit 
from this storage downstream. There is no requirement for storage 
for any navigation on the Snake River or the Columbia where there 
is slack-water navigation. The two are inconsistent by their terms. 


irst the figures. I want to get 
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As Bonneville Dam, and John Day when it comes in, and McNai 
and The Dalles create steps or terraces in the river, there will be n 
storage water required at any time t6 keep those pools filled. TT 
very term “slack,” as I say, denies it. The natural flow of the strean 
coming through there more than takes up the amount of water going 
through the locks and they run the flow through the turbines to create 
the power. 

The only place there will be any navigation water required is in 
fast water navigation. ‘There is some possiblity of navigation between 
Lewiston and Lime Point. There it takes 5,000 feet of water to cover 
up the rocks. We are assuming that in 2008 there will be slack-wate: 
dams built there; because on the map that I have had placed on the 
wall you will notice on the border between Idaho and Oregon the 
navigation is from somewhere below the mouth of the Salmon on up 
to Lewiston; and those dams, when they come in, will create slack- 
water navigation there, and it will be less needful to release water 
which is more valuable for flood and navigation. 

I have some reproductions of the map which is on the wall which 
I will be glad to hand to the committee and possibly, Mr. Chairman, 
it could be included in the record and would make our testimony more 
understandable. 

Senator Jackson. I want to clarify one point. Mr. Parry, did 
anyone claim that water storage was necessary for the dams on the 
Columbia? I thought it was just on the lower Snake. 

Mr. Parry. I am talking about navigation only. 

Senator Jackson. I am talking about navigation, too. 

Mr. Parry. I never heard, until I heard some comments in this 
hearing, the statement that any storage was needed for navigation 
on the dams on the Snake. It is needed for power production. 

Senator Jackson. It is needed for power ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Not for navigation. 

Senator Jackson. I did understand that some water would be 
needed for navigation on the lower Snake dams when they are built. 

( Discussion otf the record. ) 

Mr. Parry. I believe I can clear up the Senator’s mind on this. 
In other words, the Snake River at Lewiston, shall we say, never 
goes dry. If, by any miracle, we could dry it up at Hells Canyon, 
below there are the Imnaha River, the Grande Ronde River, the 
Salmon River and the Clearwater, all of which flow ample amounts 
to create navigation which may be required on slack-water dams. I 
think if we get that straightened out, it will save us some trouble. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. With reference to the map, sometimes we have 
mechanical difficulties of reproducing these in the hearings. If there 
is no mechanical reason why it would be difficult to reproduce it, we 
will put the map in the record at this point. 

Mr. Parry. If it would be of any assistance, Mr. Chairman, I 
believe we could supply the clerk the same plate from which this map 
was made. 

Senator Anperson. It is the wrong size. We might be able to 
reduce it; maybe not. We will try to work it out. 

Mr. Parry. I submit it for illustrative purposes. 

(The map referred to is herewith inserted.) 
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Mr. Parry. Lf you will turn back to the documentation which I have 
inserted in the record, just for purposes of illustration I can refer 
back to Mr. Crandall whom I have known for many, many years; 
obviously, the only question of these flows is how you use them, I 
think Senator Neuberger brought out yesterday, on the second at- 
Lempt, that Mr. Crandall did not say you could fill 3,800,000 acres 
all the time. He said, taking the Bureau assumptions that some 
years they use 2,300,000 and most years 1 million acre-feet, you could 
operate the project, I think that is a fair analy SIS. 

Senator Nevcpercer. Mr. Crandall said there was ample water in 
the Snake River to O} erate the proposed high Federal Hells Canyon 
Dam. That is what I brought out and that is what he said. 

senator J ACK SON, This is what he said on page LS5. 

Mr. Parry. I was referring to his written report. 

Senator JAcKson. This is his verbal statement. That is what con 
fuses us, I think. This is what he said, and I will read it, in fairness. 
It is on page 185 of the mimeographed or multigraphed record. He 
concludes by saying this: 

Under that system of operation, and considering all these various matters as 
hest one can, trying to look into the future conservatively, it is my feeling that 
there will be an adequate water supply for the Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. Parry. Could I borrow that a moment and read the preceding 
paragraph? I think the point to which I am referring is in the pre 
ceding paragraph. 

Senator Jackson. I read the part which is marked. 

Mr. Parry. Right ahead of that, Senator: 

In Mr. Riter’s calculations, he made an average draft on the Hells Canyon 
reservoir during its early years of operation of about 2,300,000 acre-feet per 
year, and then after the Columbia River system is fully developed and storage 
on the Columbia River to supply those plants and a somewhat greater depletion 
on the Snake River, he dropped that annual draft to a million acre-feet per 
year. Only in extreme dry years, such as 1931, would the entire amount be 
drawn out. That matter should be borne in mind. 

Under that system of operation 
and so forth. 

Senator Jackson. Then he states his conclusion. 

Mr. Parry. I think if you will look at exhibit 88—B, as we call it, 
which I have offered, you will see why. . 

For instance, even in the beginning, which we label 1962. there 
would be only 4 years out of the 20 in which the 3,800,000 acre-feet 
could be filled. In the next 2 columns there would be only one year, 
the year 1943, in which the whole amount could have filled if it had 
been empty. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think Mr. Crandall was incorrect in 
his testimony / 

Mr. Parry. No. He made those assumptions 2,300,000 and 
* 1,000,000. 

Senator Anprerson. Do I understand you to contend that a dam is 
constructed with a storage capacity expected to be emptied and filled 
every year? You do not think there would be hold-over storage 4 

Mr. Parry. For irrigation I am strong for hold-over storage. In 
power, [ am, within economical limits. I think that our engineers, 
as I will point out as I go on, have arrived at the economic point. 
You will notice there that the million acre-feet cannot be filled every 
year. 
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Senator Anperson. Yes. I do not regard storage as being one of 
those things that you drain out every year and expect it to fill up 
again the next year. 

Mr. Parry. It is a question of the economics, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. I was going to ask you how many times you 
have seen Lake Mead dry since Hoover Dam was finished. 

Mr. Parry. I consider that an entirely different situation than our 
problem on the Snake River. It is not comparable at all. 

Senator Anprrson. I mean the dam was not built so that the reser- 
voir would be drained every year, 

Mr. Parry. We are not going to drain either of these dams, but we 
are talking about the amount of usable storage and how often we can 
use it and what it is worth in dollars and in kilowatt hours. Kilowatt 
hours are what you sell. If you leave the water there in the dam and 
do not run it out and make power, you are not getting anywhere. 
You are not helping anybody. 

Senator Neuspercer. You are saying Mr. Crandall was wrong in his 
conclusion / 

Mr. Parry. I would say that he did not carry it through to the final 
interpretation, and that some people are placing erroneous interpre- 
tations on what he said. It is awfully easy to put in somebody’s 
mouth the statement that somebody else was wrong. You do not have 
to do that to solve one of these problems. You take all the factors 
and fit them together, and it is a very intricate and very complex 
problem. 

Senator Neupercer. It may be intricate, but you are disagreeing 
with him. If you are disagreeing with him, why was he not w rong? 

Mr. Parry. Mr. Cr: ands ill said nothing more than this: If you do 
not take out more than 2,300,000 in the beginning and a million in the 
rest, you can operate your reservoir. That is all Mr. Crandall said. 

Senator Neupercer. He said that was the plan for operation as Mr. 
Riter said. 

Mr. Parry. I do not agree either that it is the proper plan or that 
that is the ie way to run the river. 

Senator Nevpercer. That is what we want to get, that you do dis- 
agree that that is the way to run it. 

Mr. Parry. He did not say it was the right way to run the river. 
He said that was the way Mr. Riter was going to do it, and it could be 
done. 

Senator Neupercer. And he gave an example. 

Mr. Parry. If Mr. Riter wanted to do it that way. I have talked 
to Mr. Crandall many times, and I cross-examined him at the FPC 
hearing. There is no doubt in my mind what his conclusion was. 
The point I am making is that here are the facts—— 

Senator Neupercer. As you interpret them. 

Mr. Parry. No, I did not interpret them. What the stream flows 
would be for the years in question was outlined. 

Senator Neupercer. You say that isnot enough forthedam. That 
means as you interpret it. 

Mr. Parry. I have not said that. Iam taking it step bystep. Iam 
saying before you on the tabulation are the amounts of water that will 
be there available for storage. You might get 10 engineers to say 
they would like to operate it ‘10 different w ays ‘for all Iknow. I have 
seen a lot of engineers come up with a lot of different answers. 

a 








HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 73] 


Senator JAcKson. You do not want to say it is a fact to that extent. 
| think you may want to change that part. You might wish to say 
they are projections. 

Mr. Parry. They are the 1929 to 1948 stream flows. 

Senator Jackson. I am going beyond that, projecting it into the 


future. 
Mr. Parry. Let me finish what I was saying. 
Senator Jackson. That is where you get into interpretation. 


Mr. Parry. No. They are the 1929-48 stream flows corrected 
the light of those assumptions. They are not guessing at anything. 

Senator Neusercer. What is an assumption? You mean an as 
sumption is a fact ¢ 

Mr. Parry. It is not a projection in the sense that you are looking 
at a crystal ball into the future. 


Senator NEUBERGER. You said you were giving us facts. Are 
issumptions facts ¢ 

Senator ANpDERSON. Could we do it this wav? Again state what 
thisis. These are the stream flows that have been recorded, corrected 
to reflect what you assume is going to be the condition of the river 


by 1962, 1977, and 2008 as far as addit ‘aal development is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Correct, Mr. Chairman, with those limitations. 

Senator Anpperson. Would you help me with one other thing? If 
you cover it later on, fine. I want you, if you will, to take this table 
and tell me what that means with reference to what its significance 
is in considering the high Hells Canyon Dam and the alternate pro- 
posal of Idaho Power Co 

Mr. Parry. I think that is basic in the whole situation, Mr. Chair- 
Iman. I was starting to say that the problem of any engineer, econ- 
omist or combination of the two, in wee rmining what is to be done 
in that stretch of the river is to take the flows as indicated on the 
table and sit down and figure out what kind of powerplant he thinks 
will convert those best into the production of power and work out 
the best economical answer. Not me. I am not an engineer. 

Senator Anprerson. I am trying to ask what difference does it make 
on the river and the type of dam you build if the flow in 1936 is 
2,971,000 on one assumption ee the figures you show on down to 
1948¢ What does that mean as to storage? Does that mean that you 
should have a smaller storage Chan the 3,800,000 ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Our engineers, as I have said, after studying these 
figures, came up with the answer that about one million acre-feet of 
storage is the economical amount of storage in that stretch of river, 
and that if you had more than that, you were wasting dollars in build- 
ing space which would not have true value for power production 
purposes. They could have planned any size reservoir they wanted to. 
It was a question of sitting down and figuring out what was the 
economical space. 

From these figures, as your very pertinent question brought out, they 
came to the conclusion that there would be a million acre-feet, and 
that was about right. 

In addition to that, these figures indicate, if I might digress for 
a moment, the great concern of the water users as to the conflict be- 
tween a dam with a large amount of capacity which, if used, would 
be unfilled in a series of dry years. I call your attention to the years 
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in the 1930's, between 1930 and 1936. which was the last drought pe 
riod on the Snake River, which is typical of periods which have 
On curred before. 

If you have a large half-billion dollar dam with its associated 
transmission lines and downstream generation and so forth, there 
would inevitably arise a conflict. 

There has been quite a bit of argument on this question of water 
law, and J sincerely trust that IJ might be able to help the situation 
out a bit. 

Senator Anprerson. I wish you would. 

Mr. Parry. In this respect, if I can change hats to the extent it might 
be possible; | am not talking necessarily as the attorney for the — 
company, which of course I am, but it is one which has troubled 1 
tremendously and still troubles me in my responsibility as chairman 
of the Compact Commission for the State of Idaho; and incidentally, 
to the extent that I have been able to perform, which has been limited 
because of the F. P. C. hearing, I have also been chairman of the legal 
committee of the whole Compact Commission. 

This question of paramount rights of the Federal Government, 
under projects which are authorized under such language as is con- 
tained in S. 1333, is not a myth. It is not something which has been 
dreamed up by anyone, by the Idaho Power Company, to throw a red 
herring, shall we say, in this thing, but it is a reality. It is one which 
as many as 18 lawyers have sat around and have spent endless time 
arguing about. 

On an interstate stream, such as the Columbia, where you have 
the various water laws of all of the 7 affected States, which vary in 
some detail as has been pointed out, under the New River decision and 
others, the power of the Federal Government under the commerce 
clause goes probably to the furthest tributary clear up in Yellowstone 
Park if they wanted to exercise it. 

Senator Jackson. Even if you could row a rowboat, it is a navigable 
stream. 

Mr. Parry. I think if you could float a log, or if they found a one- 
armed Indian ever ran a canoe down there, it is a navigable stream. 

The position of the upstream States in their compact negotiations 
is that they desire to have established the same thing which is pur- 
ported in this bill to be given, namely, priority to the upstream con- 
sumptive uses as against the present downstream nonconsumptive 
uses, and we know there will be more large dams on the lower Co- 
lumbia River. We have had tremendous arguments over that as to 
its correctness. We in Idaho ask that it be unlimited. The down- 
river States argued at great length and said we could only have pri- 
ority over those projects which were built in 1975. We answered 
that that was silly, that in reclamation developments, somewhat the 
way Mr. Williams testified this morning, 1! ‘75 is tomorrow. We live 
now in an area of surplus. We know it is going to disappear. 

We came up with a formula providing that the upstream area, 
those portions of Oregon and Washington east of the Cascades where 
there is irrigation, and also all of the upstream States could have 
that priority until the year 2000, with the provision that if it was 
thereafter unanimously agreed by the permanent compact commis- 
sion, that priority could be extended to the year 2050, but no longer. 
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That has met with violent opposition of many people in Washing- 
ton and Oregon. That is one of the reasons the compact was never 
ratified in those States. Perhaps the Senator is right that it will 
never be ratified. 

That question of the paramount rights of the Federal Government 
‘ame into being. It is not new and it is not a mythical theory. I got 
nto a lawsuit on it some 15 or 20 years ago, and the title of the case 
is American Falls Reservoir District v. Crandall, the same man who 
is here, who was a watermaster and nominal defendant, in the Circuit 
Court of Appeals of the Ninth Circuit. 

The Government, through the Bureau of Reclamation, filed exten- 
sive briefs and argued orally for a day that when the Bureau of 
Reclamation came in on a stream and had built structures and taken 
t over, they had a paramount and superior right. 

That case went off on a freak point which held that it could not 
be decided without the President of the United States as a party, 
and it was thrown out. To this day, the Federal Government is doing 
that which we think is not legal: It is asserting a right in the Amer- 
ican Falls Reservoir in Idaho- 

Senator Jackson. Let us finish this case. 

Mr. Parry. The same case. 

Senator Jackson. But as I understand it, you say in their brief 
the Bureau of Reclamation or the Department of the Interior counsel 
made the paramount title argument. 

Mr. Parry. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. But the court—— 

Mr. Parry. Dodged it. 

Senator Jackson. So there was no determination. 

Mr. Parry. But the point I am making—the question was asked 
by yourself, I believe, Senator—to this day the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion with respect to certain waters of the American Falls Dam is 
dividing it in a way contrary to State law. 

Senator Jackson. I think Senator Anderson made the request. It 
was not myself. He wanted a citation. 

Mr. Parry. If I may proceed, I can tell you the story as it has 
come to me, and it is a real story. 

We have examined all of the briefs filed in the numerous inter- 
state cases arising out of the waters which arise in Colorado and then 
flow either through the Platte or the Arkansas or other rivers, and 
uniformly the claim has been made by the Federal attorneys that 
the Government does have a prior right. Let me go on. 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask this question, because I have to leave 
in a little bit. 

Mr. Parry. I want to talk to you about it. 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you this one question which troubles 
me, You know the paramount title doctrine was argued and so on 
in connection with tidelands. The matter went up to the court 
originally from three States, and then it went up to the court again 
on the question of whether Congress could give to the States the title 
to the tidelands, whether they had power to do it. I want to ask you 
this question: Do you not feel that under the commerce clause, Con- 
gress could recognize and thereby vest in the private water users the 
right to have their water-property rights determined by State law, and 
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once that vests, they have a property right which I doubt that another 
Congress could take away, assuming my first assumption is correct ? 

Mr. Parry. As I say, it is a question which troubles me, and I have 
a tremendous re sponsibility, far greater than this 

Senator Jackson. In the light of the tidelands oil cases. 

Mr. Parry. What bothers me is the case of Gerlach Land & Water 
Co. of California. 

Senator JacKson. When was that decided ? 

Mr. Parry. Within the last year or two, by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. In general it is this: The Bureau of Reclamation 
went in and built the Friant Dam on the upper San Joaquin, and as 

1 part of that, as you know, California has the dual water-rights sit- 
uation, They recognize rights by appropriation and riparian rights. 

Senator JAcKson. State that again. Iam sorry, I did not get it. 

Mr. Parry. California has a dual water-rights situation. They rec- 


ognize both ap propriative rights and riparian rights. Owners of 
large amounts of riparian rights downstream immediately found 
their water rights gone. The Federal Government, acting through 


the Department of the Interior and Bureau of Reclamation, refused 
to pay forthem. It went to the Supreme Court of the United States, 
which held that the Government could act in these things constitu 
tionally through the commerce clause, which we all knew, through 
the general welfare clause, which | think was startlingly new to prac- 
tically every water lawyer, and through the basis—I disagree with this 
little—under which most reclamation projects have been built, the 
constitutional right to take care of and develop the public lands. 

The Supreme Court found in that case, since the United States had 
unqualifiedly acted under the latter, and the Supreme Court asked 
for additional factual information to see if the United States had 
actually acted under the one for public lands, the United States found 
that they had to pay the owners of these riparian rights. 

Senator Jackson. That still does not get my point. 

Mr. Parry. Let me finish the last sentence. I would say that if the 
act which was involved in the Ger lach case had precise language which 
is in S. 1333, the owners of riparian rights would have lost them with- 
out getting a dime. 

Senator Neuspercer. The court said - 

Mr. Parry. That is what the court said in that. 

Senator Neupercer. The court said if the language was there that 
is in S. 1333, they would have lost their rights! The bill had not 
even been written then. 

Mr. Parry. I guess you are not a lawyer. No. No court passes 
on laws that are not written, but they lay down rules which you apply 
later. 

Senator Neupercer. You said the court said if that same lan- 
ouage— 
~ Mr. Parry. I said the rule announced by the court would, in my 
opinion 

Senator NeuserGer. Oh, in your opinion. 

Mr. Parry. Of course. 

Senator Neupercer. A minute ago you said the court said it. 

Mr. Parry. Oh, no. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Parry, let me ask you this question. 
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Mr. Parry. Senator Jackson knows how we apply court cases. 

Senator NeuBercer. I am sorry my knowledge is inferior, but I 
still like to ask the questions. 

ir. Parry. I am delighted to have them. 

Senator Nevunercer. | apologize for not knowing as much as you do, 

Senator Jackson. Would you say the Gerlach case held that Con- 
gress could not effectively place in this bill the provisions of section 
v¢ I think that was what Senator Neuberger probably had in mind. 
In other words, section 2 of the proposed bill, on page 3, says: 

The operation of Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other 
beneficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under 
State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

Mr. Parry. I would like to read, in answer to that, from an opinion 
dated March 23, 1954, by the Library of Congress Legislative Ref- 
erence Section. 

Senator Jackson. No, | am asking about the Gerlach case. Let 
us dispose of that. 

Mr. Parry. You asked me if under the Gerlach case this language 
could be done. That is what I am going to answer. That question 
was proposed to them, almost identical to the one you have asked 
me. It is too lengthy to read, and I believe Senator Welker intro- 
duced this whole opinion in the record at the Boise hearing. Am 
I not right ? 

Senator Weiker. That is true. 

Mr. Parry. I am reading from page 7. It specifically answers 
the question you asked me. 

Senator Jackson, Let us identify what you are reading from. 

Senator AnpERsoN. He is reading from an opinion by somebody 
in the Library of Congress, a clerk in the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Parry. The individual is Frank B. Horne, in the Legislative 
Reference Service, American Law Division, Library of Congress. 

Senator Jackson. That is fine. I am not going to prohibit you 
from the right to put that in the record, but what I want you 

Mr. Parry. I am using his answer, and I am going to agree with 
it. If I may read the answer, then we have got it done. 

Senator Jackson. I want you, as a lawyer, independently, on your 
own judgment, to explain to me wherein the Gé@rlach holds that 
Congress does not have the power to enact section 2 in S. 1333. 

Mr. Parry. May I try it in my stumbling way / 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Parry. O. K. I am going to try a couple of quotes first and 
then express my opinion. He said this: 

Such protection as we have heretofore indicated 
That is the language that you are talking about, because we had 
heard about this and all of us wanted to know it. 


“Such protection”- 

that is language similar to section 2— 

is not absolute and cannot be absolute because of the constitutional powers of 
Congress that are involved. In view of the past decisions of the Supreme Court, 
a constitutional amendment would be required to divest the Congress of its 
power and vest complete control of water resources of navigable rivers in the 
State. 
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He was asked if such language would do it. 

At one other place, on page », he said this, after cit Ing several United 
States Supreme Court decisions: 

Thus it is too well settled for argument that if Congress enacts a law or 
amends a law in the exercise of a constitutional grant of power, State con- 
stitutional and statutory provisions in conflict with that law or its amendment 
cannot prevail. This brings us 

Senator ANpERsoN. You have missed the point entirely. I am not 
a lawyer, but that is not what he asked you. 

Senator Weriker. Again, as the guest of this committee, may I 
be heard? The attorney, whom I have known for many years—— 

Senator ANDERSON. We are trying to hear him, but why does he not 
answer the question ¢ 

Senator WeLker. He said he desired to comment on the authority, 
and I certainly insist that he is perfectly within his rights, Mr, Chair- 
man. You probably did not hear him. 

Senator ANDERSON. He m: Ly be within his rights. 

Senator WeLker. You probably did not hear his qualifying state- 
ment that he made to Senator Jackson. He said, “May I express some 
authorities?” ‘Two authorities, I believe, and then he wanted to com- 
ment on them. 

Mr. Parry. I am trying to read them. They are very short: 

This brings us to the main question underlying the whole problem, which, as 
we see it, can be stated bluntly as follows: In the event, after the authorization 
and construction of Hells Canyon division, there is insufficient downstream flow 
for its operation, could the Congress, in the exercise of constitutional powers, re- 
quire release of water from above and thus curtail beneficial use under applicable 
State law in these upper States? Based upon applicable court decisions, the 
answer is in the aflirmative. 

That assumed the same protective language which you asked me 
about, Senator Jackson. That is the conclusion in this opinion and, 
after argument with lots of lawyers, it is my or Somebody 
could argue that Congress never would do it. In answer to your 
question, would it create a right which they ol | not change, I think 
it would not. There is no limitation on the right of the Congress 
thereafter to change its mind. I think that is the question you asked 
me, 

Senator Jacksgn. That was part of the question ; but you know the 
same argument was made in the Tidelands Oil case, that Congress 
could not give to the States the land under an area which under the 
Constitution was vested exclusively in Congress. That is the same 
argument that was made, and the Court held unanimously the other 
way. 

Senator Anperson. A Supreme Court of the United States decision. 

Mr. Parry. Did it say that Congress could not thereafter change 
its mind? 

Senator Jackson. I do not know whether they did that or not be- 
cause the Court, I take it, did not have to pass on that question, and 
you as a lawyer know they are not going to pass on moot questions. 
But the argument that you now ms ake, saying that we cannot do this, 
is the very argument that Mr. Ben Cohen and the others made to the 
Court when Congress passed the Tidelands Oil bill. 

Mr. Parry. You did not characterize correctly my argument. I do 
not say they cannot do it. 
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Senator Jackson. I assume this is your argument. You are using 
it as your authority. 

Mr. Parry. Wait a minute. You are not stating it accurately. 
Sure they can pass S. 1333 with that language in there, and as long as 
it is in there, it is the law of the land. But I am saying, and I think it 
is precisely the question that you asked me, that Congress at a later 
session or any subsequent ( ‘ongress could change it at will. 

Senator Jackson. The State of Idaho could change their water 
statutes, I suppose. 

Mr. Parry. No. It is in the Constitution. 

Senator Jackson. All right. The Constitution could be changed. 

Mr. Parry. They could do that. You can change the Federal 
Constitution. 

Senator Jackson. It is a lot of effort, but the same argument you 
are using against the Federal Government could happen in the State 
of Idaho. 

Mr. Parry. I do not think that changes the point. If I could give 
a little more background— 

Senator Jackson. I want to finish this and then I have to leave. 
You raise another point which is very good. 

Mr. Parry. I want to tell you one more thing about compliance with 
State law before you get away, too. 

Senator Jackson. You still have not cited, however, an authority, 
a court decision, other than this fellow from the Legistlative Reference 
Service over in the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Parry. He has a whole flock of them in there. 

Senator Jackson. But let us be serious about this. With all due 
respect, When we want to get a legal opinion, we really do not go to the 
Library of Congress. We try to get one out of the Attorney General 
or some other place. It is quite unusual to do that. If we have some 
kid who wants to write an essay in high school and does not want to 
write it himself, we send it over, and they will write it up over there and 
compile a lot of material, but they do not have the best lawyers in the 
United States over in the Library of Congress. If they are there, 

I do not know what they have been doing. 

I think you and I will agree, as lawyers, the Library of Congress is 
hardly a source of great legal knowledge. They are not in that busi- 
ness. They may be good on research. 

Senator Wetker. Will you concede that the Justice Department 
has the best lawyers in the United States? 

Senator Jackson. I thought they would have under the new 
administration. 

Mr. Parry. I would like to talk about those just a minute because 
I have had some recent experience on that. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. I do not want to cut you off. Just this 
one question: Can you cite a court decision to the effect that if Con- 
gress actually gives to the States the right of the people in that area to 
have their water property rights, which is a property right, deter- 
mined by State law, could Congress take that away if a property right 
has vested in those individuals ? 

Mr. Parry Yes, and I have some cases here which I would be very 
glad to read for the record which, I think, collectively, if studied and 
analyzed, lead to that conclusion. May I put them in the record? 

Senator Jackson. Is it purely dicta or is there a decision ? 
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Mr. PARRY. You know the old story, the White Horse case, which 
all lawyers look for and never find. 

Senator Jackson. This is a pretty fundamental rule here. I have 
been away from the practice of law for a long, long time, and you 
are a good lawyer. Iam not. I do not claim to be because I have 
been away from it for a long time. But you explain that to me. 

Mr. Parry. I know enough about this to be worried about it 
tremendously. 

Senator Jackson. It worries me, and that is why I would like to 
have it. 

Mr. Parry. Would you like to have me read this list of cases to 
the reporter / 

Senator Jackson. Yes. Read the cas Ss. but then you quote from 
the case where you can find it. 

Mr. Parry. I do not have the quotations here. I can eive you the 
citations or supply them. 

Senator WeLkrer. Wecan vet them. 

Senator Jackson. I would like to vet 1 case, just lL. Just give me 
one. 

Mr. Parry. You know the old rule about the White Horse case. 
If that is what vou are asking me, we will go around and around. = | 
have a list of cases here in which the principle there announced, if 
applied to our facts, would clive the answer I have oiven you. Do 
you want that list of citations? 

Senator Jackson. Put them in, but I would like to get a quotation. 

Mr. PARRY. Here is the list: United States Vv. Rio Grande Dam and 
Irrigation Co. (174 U.S. 690); Oklahoma v. Guy F. Atchison Co, 

(313 U. we 508) ; - United States v. l ppalachian Power Co. (311 U 
277): Fir t Lowa. Hydroel ectric Coop rative v. Federal Power Com- 
mission (3 398 U.S. 152): Federal Power Commission v. Niagara Mo- 
hawk Power Corp. a Fed. ‘ = 190: 347 U.S. 239); United States v. 
Gerlach Livestock Vo. 339 U.S. 725): and United States v. Chandler 
Dunbar Co. (229 U. S53). 

Under this question of the Justice Department 

Senator Jackson. Before you go to th: at, vou understand that ques- 
tion? In other words, sup sey section : nn eo law, is a property 
right vested which cannot be changed by a subsequent act? I do 
pot know the answer. I just thought mati you might know it. 

Mr. Parry. I have been ina compact battle over it for a year. As 
I was going to say, between Christmas and New Year's last Decem- 
ber, I gave up my vacation and came back here with a group from 
each of the affected States. Mr. Frank Banks, the Federal repre- 
sentative in our negotiations, accompanied by a Mr. Hi Stinson, who 
isan ardent advocate of the high dam 

Senator Jackson. Anda pretty good lawyer. 

Mr. Parry. Who wrote the language which is in S. 1333, as I under- 
stand, and wrote similar language in our compact, got into a great 
big argument, and there are letters out from the Justice De partment 
to our Federal representative, from the Department of Justice, headed 
by a Mr. Veeder who is the head of their water rights over there, 
and who has been there some 15 or 20 years, not a new man, and 
Mr. Rankin, who I believe is Assistant Attorney General, in which 
they insist that there is a fundamental paramount right of the Federal 
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(G;overnment in these streams which cannot be changed or taken away 
even by a compact language, let se language in a bill. 

I disagreed with them on that because I think since compacts are 
authorized by the Constitution, we can do it. But in their present 
opinion they are going to recommend to the Congress we cannot even 
do it by compact. 

Senator Jackson. Their argument is that under the compact clause 
of the Constitution, you canot change a fundamental provision of the 
Constitution. I have great respect for you as a lawyer. I understand 
you are a good lawyer. Would you mind getting up a brief or have 
someone pre pane one on this point ¢ JI am interested in it. 

Mr. Parry. It is a very important point from your standpoint as 
well. Since that time, those same gentlemen I have mentioned have 
filed an answer in another suit down on the San Joaquin River. 

Senator Jackson. You have the same problem in the Santa Marga- 
rita water case. I do not know what happened in that one. 

Mr. Parry. I am told it is such a state of chaos and confusion that 
they have brought the confusion up to date now. 

This question of complying with State water rights does not always 
give us an answer. There is a dam called American Falls 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you this. What have they held i 
Idaho, if a property right should vest under your constitutional oon! 
vision in the individu: il? Would it be a violation of the 14th amend- 
ment for the State to turn around and subsequently, even by changing 
the constitution, take if away ¢ 

Mr. Parry. We have a freak constitution, and they have attempted 
to do that by amendment as to power rights. In our constitution the 
enabling act gave title to the water to the State, and the individual or 
company, whoever it may be, has only the right to use it. Whether 
that change is enough to answer your question, I do not know. 

Senator Jackson. The right of appropriation or consumptive use ? 

Mr. Parry. The right of use only. You do not own it. You do not 
have a property right. 

Senator Jackson. Has the court so interpreted it? 

Mr. Parry. Oh, yes. It is very plain. 

Senator Jackson. I am not familiar with Idaho water law. 

Mr. Parry. Almost the first reclamation project built in the United 
States was the Minidoka project built in the early 1900's, and there 
is a dam called Minidoka Dam. If you will notice the dam, it is the 
first dam downstream below American Falls. 

Senator Jackson. I see it. 

Mr. Parry. Part of that is a pumping project. 

7 tor Jackson. When was that built? 

Mr. Parry. In the early 1900's, the first power plant the Bureau of 
Reclam: isla ever built. They filed on the waters of the Snake River 
for a 2,700 second-foot right to run their powerplant. 

Senator Jackson. I thought Roosevelt Dam in Arizona was the 
first. 

Senator GoLtpwaTrerR. He said one of the first. 

Senator Jackson. I thought you were going to speak up. 

Mr. Parry. It was one of the first powerpl: ints. 

Senator Jackson. | was just kidding. Go ahead. 

Mr. Parry. Anyway they filed 
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Senator Gotpwater. He said one of the first; that is why I let him 
get away with it. 

Mr. Parry. ‘They filed for a right to 2,700 second-feet there. Many 
years later we built American Falls Dam and found we could not fill 
that dam if we let water go fete to run that power plant. In these 
same years in the 30’s American Falls reservoir was only half filled. 
We started then—I mean the irrigators—I am putting on another 
hat now paying the Bureau of Reclamation for the power that 
was not being generated there if we could cut off the water and store 
it to use for reclamation the next year. 

Since then, practically every year, and in the new contracts which 
have just been ente ail intoasa result of the construction of P alisades, 
we have undertaken per petus uly and forever the obligation of paying 
the Bureau of Reclamation to shut down their power plant. Some 
years it runs $50,000 a year. We pay them for what they lose as 
against a 20-year moving average of what they would have made if 
we had not shut their water off. Even if they come under the State 
water law, that is not the complete answer. If you get a conflict be- 
tween power on the one hand and irrigation on the other, the purpose 
of the tabulation about which I have talked overly long, I am sure, 
is to show that inevitably there is going to be a conflict here if the 
larger dam were built. 

Senator Jackson. Of course, in the smaller dams, though, you are 
going to have over a million acre-feet, and if the people upstream have 
a superior water right, how do you know that it might not even invade 
that area, and what about your problem of financing? 

Mr. Parry. That has been discussed at length. It is a problem 
which is being met openly. We know it will be a problem. The 
Idaho Power Co., of course, has to get along with the people in this 
area who are its customers. 

Mr. Jackson. How about your investment house ? 

Mr. Parry. That is just why the dam was tailored to a million acre- 
feet of storage. 

Another fallacy is that, if there is enough water to run Idaho 
Power Dam, there is enough water to run the high dam. There is 
always a minimum of natural flow down through that section of the 
Snake River. If you will look at the dam, both the one on the wall 
and the one I gave you, and find the Milner Dam, during all the irri- 
gation season the river goes practically dry at Milner Dam. You 
will notice below there are the group of the present plants of the Idaho 
Power Co. Enough return flow comes in from the underground flows 
which have been mentioned to afford adequate water to run those plants 
if they are built with no water coming over Milner Dam during the 
irrigation season. 

About 40 miles downstream there is always about 6,000 cubic feet 
of water per second flowing. That water gains as it flows westerly 
through Idaho. When it gets down into the Hells Canyon reach, 
there is always about 10,000 to 12,000 second-feet of water flowing. 
That water is going to drop 602 feet over the head, whether you have 
one dam or three dams, and it is going to make power. 

As I said earlier, this storage has gotten out of line in its importance. 
You do not want to stop any of that water because it is going right 
down through The Dalles and MeN fary and Bonneville and make 
power, and if you just store it, you will be taking power out of one 
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pocket and putting it in another. The only time you will ever store 
is in time of flood, and when there is a flood there, there is also a flood 
over on the Columbia. Each time you have to figure out the relation- 
ship of the two rivers. 

Our people think that we can store in substantially every year 
enough to make economically feasible and possible a million acre-feet 
of storage and justify it ag rainst the bac ‘koround I have stated and not 
Injure irr igat ion, 

Senator Jackson. Let me ask you this: If the people upstream have 
u prior claim to the water, that is, the irrigators, conceivably that 
claim could go beyond the allowable storage quoted which you need 
to justify the economic feasibility of your project. If they have that 
right, they could invade it, too, could they not / 

Mr. Parry. The only time 

Senator Jackson. If that is the case, then it seems to me you might 
run into trouble in financing this, if that is the law. 

Mr. Parry. That has been explored and also, as has been men- 
tioned, I believe, the permits under the Idaho Power Co. taken out 
under State law provided they are subject to all present and future 
irrigation rights, 

Senator Jackson. What do the financial houses do when they read 
that part of it¢ They have had good lawyers, 1 know. 

Mr. Parry. They have approved them. 

Senator Jackson. They are not too disturbed about it ? 

Mr. Parry. It is because of this return flow I have mentioned. 
There is enough natural flow running there all the time. 

Senator Jackson. Do not you think that same argument would 
apply to Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Parry. No. It would to the natural flow part of it. You 
have to separate your thinking—the amount of natural flow which is 
going to be running down there making power all the time, hour in 
und hour out, day and night all around the year, and the part you 
are going to store. They are just as different as day and night. 
Where most of this argument is, which develops more heat than light, 
is the failure to differentiate between when you are storing water 
and when you are making power. 

As a matter of fact, particularly on the high dam, when you are 
using your stored water, you are cutting down your power produc : 
tion because you are dropping your head. I have no doubt in my 
mind—and I am not an engineer, but I have been exposed to a dickens 
of a lot of them in the past ‘few years—th: it early in the 50-year period, 
in the license or pay-out period, all of those plants down there, 
whichever, single or three, are going to run pretty much as a run-of- 
the-river plant. They will never drop the head down and they will 
not use that storage. That is a guess. 

Senator Jackson. I think there is plenty of water up there for 
either the Idaho project or for Hells Canyon. I may be guessing 
wrong. 

Mr. Parry. There is much controversy on the point and there is 
enough of it that there is a very real and very definite fear on the part 
of the Idaho people. 

Senator ANperson. Can I go back to the Gerlach case ? 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 
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Senator ANpERSON. You seem to be worried that the Gerlach case 
might give some strength to this. It says: 
The Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
and maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided in this 
act, be governed by the Federal reclamation laws. 


And then section 2: 


The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
with present and future rights * 
and so forth. 

The Supreme Court says the fact that (‘ongress could have chosen to 
take claimants’ rights by the exercise of its navigational servitude is 
immaterial, Congress in fact directed the Secretary to proceed under 
the meee ag Act. That is what we are doing here in S. 1333, and 
the Gerlach is clear-cut authority for the fact that the language of this 
bill w vill protect the rights of the States and of private owners. 

In the Gerlach case the Supreme ( ourt of the ('nited States says 

quote from page 739 of volue 339 of the United States Reports. 

Even if we assume, with government, that Friant Dam in fact bears some 
relation to control of navigation, we think nevertheless that Congress realis- 
tically elected to treat it as a reclamation project. It was so conceived and 
authorized by the President and it was so represented to Congress. Whether 
Congress could have chosen to take claimants’ rights by the exercise of its 
dominant navigation servitude is immaterial. By directing the Secretary to 
proceed under the Reclamation Act of 1902 
just as we do here 
Congress elected not “to in any way interfere with the laws of any State * * * 
relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water used in 
irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder.” 

Just as we do here. 

Then the Supreme Court of the United States said—still quoting 
from page 739 of the reported case 

We cannot twist these words into an election on the part of Congress under 
its navigation power to take such water rights without compensation. 


They proceeded to a that the water rights were fully protected. 
— do you then Say hat proves that the ¢ ‘ongress, if it gives this 
Waiver, is putting the water rights in jeopardy / 

Mr. Parry. You are talking about two different things. I say that 
by reason of the wording in lines 24 and 25 of the bill, where it says: 


The Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
and maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided in this act, 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws 
Phat 
except as is otherwise provided 


goes back to lines 5 and 6 where it says specifically, not as it did in 
the Gerlach case under the Reclamation, but specifically in the exercise 
of its constitutional authority providing for the general welfare and 
to regulate commerce. 

Senator Anperson. The Gerlach case also proceeded to go back to 
navigation as to general, overall purpose, justifying Federal action 
on the whole. 

Mr. Parry. No, it went the other way. 
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Senator ANpERSON. There are some of us that do not want States 
to lose their water rights. We want water to be distributed according 
to the laws of the stream. 

Mr. Parry. We have gone back over the Reclamation Acts and we 
have looked at these yesterday and today. 

Here in the last 7 or 8 years Kennewick project, Preston Bench, 
Weber Basin, Canadian River, Collbran, and Vermejo and all of 
them say they are authorized under the Federal reclamation laws. 
It does not say 

Senator ANpeRsoN. Maybe I can help you a little bit about that 
You mentioned the Vermejo project in New Mexico. If you had 
been up in that country, you would have known that there was very 
little navigation in the 2 or 3 arroyos that are put together there 

Mr. PARRY ° Are we discussing facts or laws? 

Senator ANDERSON. You said it was passed under the reclamation 
law. It was originally my bill and I know why the words “reclama 
tion law” were put in there. 

Mr. Parry. This bill is a divergence and is going over to the com 
merce clause. 

Senator Anprerson. Is there a divergence over the upper Colorado 
project ¢ 

Mr. Parry. The first two apparently have taken this language. 
Who drew them and why, I do not know. 

Senator Anprrson. Part ot them were so drawn because of the 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in the Gerlach 
Case. 

Mr. Parry. It seems to me they could have been drawn for the 
purpose of giving the Federal Government far more authority than 
they have in the Vermejo case. 

Senator Anperson. If you think that is true, why do you not sug- 
gest language that throws them solely under the reclamation law 4 

Mr. Parry. Are you under any misapprehension that 1am an advo 
cate of this bill? 

Senator Anperson. No. If your company serves the whole area 
thousands of the people are your customers. Are they not worth 
protecting / 

Mr. Parry. Our company wants to build these power plants in the 
worst way. 

Senator ANperson. Yes. and the Federal Power Commission recom 
mends that you build 1 and not the other 2. 

Mr. Parry. One, and the other two as we need them. Qne as we 
need it now and the other two as they come along. 

Senator Neupercer. Is that what the decision said / 

Senator Weiker. When was that decided ? 

Senator Anperson. It came up today. 

Mr. Parry. The Brownlee Dam, the one I read a moment ago in 
this prepared statement, we wanted to build— 

Senator Anperson. And the other two? 

Mr. Parry. Until we showed that we needed them. 

Senator Anperson. It denied them, did it not ? 

Mr. Parry. Without prejudice or something or other. You know 
this legal language. 


62506—55 48 
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Senator Anperson. If [ got what I wanted with or without preju- 
dice, 1 would feel happy. 

Mr. PARRY. | fee] quite happy. 

Senator ANpbERSON. You do not place any reliance on the words of 
the Supreme Court decision, “We cannot twist these words.” 

Mr. Parry. Not if you apply it carefully to the whole situation. 

Senator Anprerson. You think the Supreme Court will say, “We 
cannot twist those but we will twist these 2?” 

Mr. Parry. The Supreme Court would say “You are operating 
under the commerce clause as this bill is drawn.’ 

Senator ANDERSON. You fly right directly in the face of their plain 
language. 

Mr. Parry. I think not. I guess it is just a matter of opinion. 

Senator Neupercer. It is a matter of choice. You accept the 
Library of Congress, you reject the Supreme C ourt. 

Mr. Parry. You are aw fully clever in the use of the word, Senator, 
but that is not it. 

Senator NeuBerGer. That is what you have done. 

Mr. Parry. The Library of Congress—these are rather intricate 
legal questions. If you create a property right by an exception, can a 
subse quent Congress change it / 

That was not in the Gerlach case at all. That was another point 
entirely. Weare talking about two different things. 

Sen: oe NEvuBeRGER. It seems to me the language in the Gerlach case 
applies, but you choose to reject it. In other words, it is a matter en- 
tire ly of your choice. 

You accept the opinion of the clerk in the Library of Congress, you 
read it as authority. You reject the language in the Gerlach case 
which is the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Parry. Are you laboring under the delusion that the Gerlach 
case Was interpreting any reservation of rights against future irriga- 
tion rights? 

Senator Neusercer. The Gerlach case certainly says that the Con- 
gress of the United States can have State law apply if they do so in 
very explicit language. 

Mr. Parry. The State law does not give this priority. That is the 
point Iam making, that you are going way beyond State law. 

State law would not give any priority over future rights. I cited 
vou the case we are having on the Minidoka Dam where they have 
rights under State law and we pay them $50,000 a year. 

So to have what you have in section 2, you are going way beyond 
State law. That was not the Gerlach case at all. 

Senator NeuserGErR. The Gerlach case has said that the State law 
can be made to apply. 

Mr. Parry. They said under State law and they had to pay the 
fellow for his water rights. That is all the Gerlach case decided. 

Senator NeurerGcer. Certainly, the water rights are protected. 

Mr. Parry. I think it is very ‘illuminating, but I doubt that we are 
getting anywhere. I would like to proceed. 

Senator ANDERSON. We will let you proceed but again we come back 
to the question of a moment ago, in the submerged lands laws—mis- 

called “tidelands”—the Government gave these lands to the States. 

Then the question arose, could the Federal Government then at a 
vba equent day reverse such a grant ? 
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My contention is that once State property rights have been recog- 
nized, Congress cannot come back afterwards and take those rights 
away from the States. 

You said the Supreme Court did not do that. 

Take the Case of d { labama Ve 7’ “Las 

Mr. Parry. Well, the question that Senator Jackson asked me was, 
could they thereafter take it back ? 

Senator ANDERSON. That is right. 

Mr. Parry. As I understood him to say, that was not decided in the 
Tidelands case. It was not before them. ‘They did not decide it. 

Senator ANDERSON. What did I understand you to say about it? 
Did you not say it could not be taken back or it could be taken back ¢ 

Mr. Parry. It is my opinion it can be taken back. 

[ said that neither the Tidelands case nor the Gerlach case says it 
can be taken back. 

Senator Wreiker. Where does it say that it can be taken back ? 

Senator Anperson. It does not, but in the last Tidelands case when 
\labama came into court and tried to get a chance to show that the 
submerged lands still belonged to the Federal Government, the Su- 
preme Court said that Congress had the power to dispose of and make 
necessary rules and regulations respecting, the territory or property 
belonging to the United States. 

The Court drew that conclusion from the constitution. The Ala- 
bama decision says the power over the public lands thus entrusted to 
the Congress is without limitation, and it is not for the courts to say 
how the trust shall be administered. That is for the Congress to 
determine. 

Once the Congress has given property away, it cannot recover. 

Mr. Parry. Does it say that? 

Senator ANDERSON. No; it does not say it because Congress does not 
have any title over it thereafter. 

Mr. Parry. I do not agree with you. 

Senator ANDERSON. I know, but the Supreme Court did. 

Mr. Parry. You said the power of Congress is without limitation ? 

Senator ANDERSON. That is right; that’s what the Court said. 

Mr. Parry. I think the power to give away is the power to take back. 

Senator ANpERSON. You do? 

Mr. Parry. I do. 

Senator Anprrson. Then you think that we might recover the 
tidelands some day ? 

Mr. Parry. I do. 

Senator AnpEeRsoN. As a lawyer? 

Mr. Parry. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator ANperson. That is interesting. 

Senator WerLker. I did not know you are a lawyer. You are a 
pretty good one. 

Senator ANperson. I am not one at all. 

Senator WELKER. I used to serve with you on Agriculture. 

Where do you find any comfort in the authority you have been 
reading from to say that the Congress of the United States cannot 
take back the property that they give away or the right to use a 
right ¢ 

Let us be factual. You have been quoting cases. I want you to 
name me one thing wherein the inherent right of a legislature is 
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taken away from the legislature once they give it to the company or 
individual. 

Senator Anperson. I do not say that. 

Senator Weriker. Then, as a matter of fact, we have no comfort 
from the law you have been citing. 

Senator ANDERSON. The Supreme Court surely decided, in the 
tidelands matter, that once Congress had made disposition of the 
submerged lands neither Congress nor the courts were going to go 
back and try to recover those lands for the Federal Government. 

If the Court did not make such a decision in the Alabama case, 
then the attorneys general from the various States who thought the 
matter had been fin: ally put to rest are all in error. 

This is : wholly new theory, that the tidelands may some day be 
recovered by the Federal Government merely by passing a new law. 

As I understand it now, if in the 85th or 86th Congress we hap- 
pen to have a President who would sign such a bill that Congress 
might pass, we can have a law annulling the action of the S2d 
ress, in giving these lands to California and Texas? 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, I want to know just exactly 
what policy or procedure you would go to or what law you would 
quote saying to the Congress, which has the right to give away to 
some person, that they have divested themselves of their inherent 
constitutional right and therefore cannot take it back. 

I would like to see some law on that. 

Senator ANperson. The States already have made leases in their 
submerged areas and are collecting millions of dollars in bonuses, rents, 
and royalties right now. 

Do you mean to say that if at a subsequent date the Congress pro- 
ceeds to pass a law annulling the action of the 83d Congress in the 
tidelands matter, then the Federal Government is going to claim it 
is entitled to damages for such leasing by the States / 

Senator Weriker. It can never be touched again by the Congress 
who has the inherent constitutional right to do that? I cannot 
believe that. 

Senator Anprrson. Once the Federal Government has given those 
lands away, it is through with them, unless full compensation is paid. 

Senator Weixer. I would like some law on that. 

Senator Jackson. What would happen if they picked a title in 
this case ¢ 

Senator Weixer. There is no need of our going over tidelands. 
I heard you fellows discuss that for 3 months. 

I have been on your side, Senator. I am agreeing with some of 
the philosophy that you urged so strongly at the time we were de- 
bating that matter. 

Senator Jackson. I am just asking a peneioee of Mr. Parry here. 
This does bear on this particular problem because I do not really 
know the answer. I have a hunch that if the property right vests in 
the water users in Idaho, under this provision, there is a serious 
guestion in my mind whether Congress could later—if a property 
right, in fact. vests, a I do not know, but if a property right vests 
by reason of section 2 or any other — ision in this bill, in the priv: ate 
water users or ae water users in Idaho, I question whether a sub- 
sequent Congress can come along and repeal it. 
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I have a hunch, and I would cite as my authority, to take the tide 
lands case. where a number of leases are now being entered into with 
the oil companies by the States and they have a long-term lease, they 
nvest a lot of mone V, and they are proceeding to operate on the as 

imption that their lawyers are of the opinion that the State now 
has title in view of the unanimous decision of the Supreme Court. 

They invest a lot of money, millions and millions are going into 
that area. And then later on Congress comes along and repeals the 
whole thing and passes a law and says for the purpose of this act 
we will say that title never did vest in the States and, therefore, all 
of the investments that they have made are null and void? 

Or if Congress held from here on out that title vests in the Federal 
(sovernment ¢ 

Obviously, I doubt whether the Supreme Court, in the interest of 
trying to have some head or tail to property law, which the court 
aly avs try to do, would ever pe rmit such a decision to stand. I mean 

would <n t upset all your property law. 

Mr. Parry. I believe your last question pretty much raises a question 
ot policy yon many of those matters. 

Could I bring this back to where we started here and see if I em 
state the controversy ¢ 

It seems tome that this isa fair statement of the situation. Whether 
rightly or wrongly, there are many p ople = the Department of 
-Pustice in the United States and in various other r positions of authority 
vho have said that the Federal Government ia a paramount right of 
some kind on these navigable streams. 

I will 20 along with you on the a ssumption that the Congress ear 
waive that right, as is attempted in section 2 of this bill. I will take 
that step next. 

I think that there is a very, very grave que stion whether ¢ ongres 
can ever abdicate a constitutional power and privilege. 1 think 
absolutely contrary to the concept of the ¢ ‘onstitution. 

Senator Jackson. You see. Congress is not abdicating. That is 
what the Supreme Court held in the tidelands case. They are not 
abcicating che control of the river. 

Mr. Parry. I am assuming they can waive it temporarily. I went 
along with you that far. 

Senator Jackson, You see, the distinction is that they are not wai 
ing the ordinary constitutional commerce clause function at all. What 
they are doing is conveying property like in the tidelands oil 
they gave them the land. 

The Congress still controls the commerce on the high seas. 

Mr. Parry. I would be inclined to think as a lawyer, and I cer 
tainly do not pose as one of these Philadelphia constitutional law 
vers—I have another trouble with water—but I am inclined to think 
that where it is within the realm of the constitutional power of the 
Federal Government, they can continue to act within that realm and 
I do not believe that any vested rights could be acquired to prevent 
that. 

In other words, there is prohibition about destroying property or 
contract. rights or limitation on the acts of the States, but I do not 
believe there is any limitation on the inherent, and I believe supreme 
power of the Federal Government within those particular spheres 
where the Federal Congress gives it authority. 
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I think, theoretically, it could be done. 

Senator Jackson. I think the Supreme Court would not find a basis 
for trying to upset all of the property rights in that kind of situation. 
I am sure that the oil companies must be proceeding on that assump- 
tion, | am sure their counsel has so advised them. 

Senator WeLKER. Senator Jackson, in connection with a New Mex 
ican case, I would like to refer to section 2 of Senate bill 1333. The 
irrigators of New Mexico cited three acts of Congress passed in 1866, 
_ and 1877, which provided, among other things, that whenever 
ght to the use of water for agricultural, mining, and other purposes 
ud \ este di Ia group, the possessors and owners of such vested rights 
ret be maintained and protected in the same, citing 43 United States 
Code Annotated, page 661. 

The Supreme Court of the United States held: 


‘ 
AC 


To infer therefrom that Congress intended to release its control over the 
navigable streams of the country and to grant-in-aid of mining industries and 
reclamation of arid lands the right to appropriate waters on the sources of 
navigable streams to such an extent as to destroy the navigability is to carry 
those statutes beyond what their fair import permits. 

To hold that Congress by these facts meant to confer upon any State the right 
to appropriate all of the waters of the tributary streams which unite into 
navigable watercourse, and so destroy the navigability of that watercourse, is 
in derogation of the interests of all the people of the United States, is a construc 
tion which cannot be tolerated. 

Now, I think, Mr. Chairman, that that is the meat in the coconut. 
If I have not cited that case, it is United States v. Rio Grande Dam 
and 1) rigation Co. (174 U.S. 690). 

That, in the opinion of the junior Senator from Idaho, hits right 
on the point on which the chairman was interrogating. 

Thank you ne 

Senator AnDerson. I do not know anything about that. 

My only interest in this other matter is to say that after the Supreme 
Court had fin: ally acted and refused to review the Texas and Alabama 
case, I attended the gathering in which a number of extremely able 
lawyers discussed the effect of it and they did not concur in your view- 
point that the United States Government was ever going to take the 
tidelands back, or could take them back, except by condemnation. Oi] 
companies are now spending millions of dollars on that theory, and I 
think they are going to continue to spend millions of dollars on that 
theory. 

Mg government is permitting Texas to sell some leases. I think 

Texas leases were handled on the third day of May of this year. 
C a more than 3 miles from the coast of Texas were offered by the 
State under the theory that the State owns out to 3 leagues under the 
provisions of the Submerged Lands Act. 

Senator Wetker. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to say this, that, 
as a young lawyer, I was taught to be very careful when I came up 
against a man with one book. But, mindful of the fact that reason- 
able minds differ on every proposition, or a lawyer would not eat 
very well, I still would like to ask the distinguished chairman and his 
legal experts who are around here to cite me one case wherein it is 
held that the Congress, having the inherent constitutional right to 
give to some person something, does not have the right to take it back. 

Senator AnpERSoN. Without compensation ? 

Senator Weiker. That is right. 
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Senator ANpEerson. I know they have the right to take it back under 
condemnation. 

Senator WeLker. Certainly. We dothat with every road we build. 

Senator AnpDerson. But without compensation / 

Senator Weiker. That is right. 

Senator Neunercer. They can take it back without compensation ¢ 

Senator Weiker. How do you abdicate that authority / 

Granted that the Congress is legally consti ituted, once you have that 
authority to give it, why can you not take it away 

That is a question that is paramount, in my opinion, and I do not 
profess to be a great lawyer 

Senator ANnprerson. | cert: ainly cannot answer it, except that the 
Constitution provides there sh: all be no taking of property without 
just compensation. I know that the oil companies went into that mat 
ter very carefully before they proceeded under the tidelands laws, 
namely, whether the Congress could come back at a later date in the 
event of an election changing the situation in Congress and the Presi- 
dency and take these lands back again without full compensation, 

I did not hear a single oil company attorney say he thought the 
Federal Government could do that. 

Mr. Parry. If I may continue with my statement, as indicated by 
the cost figures, I have heretofore stated that Brownlee Reservoir with 
its 1 million acre-feet of water is entirely economical from a con 
struction and investment point of view. 

The only real navigation benefit resulting from storage in Hells 
Canyon is in the section of the Snake River between Lewiston and 
Lime Point. The benefit here results from providing for a minimum 
flow and at other times regulating the flow of greater uniformity. 
Minimum flows will normally occur during periods when storage is 
being refilled. Hence minimum navigation requirements will estab- 
lish minimum releases from plants in the Hells Canyon reach during 
the refilling season. 

The company’s project is far superior because it provides for mini- 
mum releases of 5,000 cubic feet per second, the amount the Army 
Corps of Engineers found to be sufficient. 

On the other hand, power studies submitted by engineers proposing 
the single dam use minimum flows of 2,000 cubic feet per second and 
lower 

Such flows would not provide the desired navigation conditions 
in the Lime Point-Lewiston stretch of the river. Accordingly, at 
the only point where effects on navigation are significant, the single- 
dam plan is much inferior to the company’s plan. 

The requirement is not for storage to supplement the flows for nav- 
igation, but a limitation on the amount of water available for re- 
filling so that the natural flow will not be reduced to the point that 
downstream navigation is seriously hampered, or even prevented. 

As to navigation on reservoir pools, it requires quite a stretch of 
the imagination to conceive of transportation of commodities on a 
pool behind the single dam with its vertical fluctuation of 289 feet and 
its horizontal fluctuation of some 60 miles. 

Two of the company’s plants, namely, Hells Canyon and Oxbow, 
will provide stable pools, and its Brownlee pool will have a maximum 
drawdown of only 101 feet. 
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Qn the other hand, the single dam would have a drawdown of 289 
feet with its back water rising and receding over approximately 60 
miles of mud flats. 

There can be no escaping the conclusion that, from a recreational 
point of view, the two completely stable pools and the one pool with 
relatively minor fluctuations provided by the power company’s plans. 
are superior. 

They will give better fishing opportunities since there will be ac- 
cess roads on both sides of the canyon, with frequent opportunities 
of crossing. Lhey will render a much greater area accessible for 
hunting, picknicking, and fishing. The stable pool levels will make 
possible the construction of summer homes, bal landings, and other 
such facilities. 

There will be less disturbance of wildlife and other such natural 
resources. The network of access roads will render a long stretch 
of the grandeur of this great gorge readily accessible to the public. 

\s to flood control, all of the 1 million acre-feet of storage provided 
by the company’s plan would be effective for flood-control purposes 
for all ae of the great floods of record. 

The single-dam plan would provide 3.880,000 acre-feet of usable 
storage. 

The Corps of Engineers’ studies indicate that only 2,600,000 acre 
feet of this, or 67 percent, would be useful in controlling the peak 
[894 flood and smaller amounts in the other two floods. 

The reason only part of the 3,880,000 acre-feet is usable for flood 
control is very simple. 

If 1894 streamflows occurred, the Columbia, the Salmon, and the 

learwater would be on a rampage. However, the Snake, at Oxbow, 
would be running at only 55,000 cubic feet per second, less than half 
the actual flow in 1894. 

The reduction in the Snake’s flow is the result of the millions of 
acre-feet of upstream storage that have been built on the Upper Snake 
since 1894. ¢ ‘onsequently, no matter how much storage space is pro- 
vided in Hells Canyon, its effect on floods on the lower Columbia 
cannot exceed the total volume of water flowing past Oxbow over 
the critical 20- to 21-day period. 

This accounts for the fact that only 2,600,000 acre-feet of storage 
at Hells Canyon is needed to reduce the flow of the Snake, and the 
plant generation, to zero during the critical 20- or 21-day period. 

\ctually, as development of upstream irrigation reservoirs con- 
tinue, the flow of the Snake at Oxbow under 1894 will be reduced even 
below 55,000 cubic feet per second with a consequent reduction of the 
amount of storage required to shut off completely the contribution of 
the Snake at Oxbow to floods on the Lower Columbia. 

This point was brought out in the Army’s flood control studies of 
alternative main control plans included in the 1954 Review Report 
on the Middle Snake. 

From a flood-control viewpoint, storage on the Snake above Oxbow 
should be built on the upstream reaches of the Snake and tributaries. 
Flood-control storage is needed to prevent flood damages that occur 
every year on the Upper Snake. 

Money spent for an acre-foot of upstream storage w ould perform 
a double function—eliminate or reduce local flood damages and pro- 
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de the same flood control for the Lower Columbia as would be pro 
vided by an acre-foot in the Hells Canyon reach. 

In short, we are faced here with a situation almost unique in the 
annals of water resource developments. 

We have here a private company providing great flood control, 
navigation and recreational benefits to the Nation, free of cost to the 
Nation, and without any request on the part of the company for con 
tributions from the Federal Government. An unusual situation, vou 
gentlemen will undoubtedly agree. 

No engineer, whether he represent the Idaho Power, or advocates 
of public power, or the Federal Power Commission staff, has in any 
way challenged the fact that the Idaho Power’s project which I have 
described is economically feasible and will produce usable and salable 
energy at economic rates so that - same can be readily financed, and 
the cost thereof duly paid off the usual and customary manner. 
z h: at much goes without saying. 

* he Id: aho Power Co. has filed this applie ation for lice Anse to de ve ‘lop 

» Hells Canyon reach of the Snake because the increasing needs of 
Fa customers necessitates prompt completion of a large block of gei 
erating capacity. 

Under the circumstances, the opposition of Idaho Power to the 
enactment of S. 1333 is a foregone conclusion. 

Obviously my client, a private enterprise, willing, able and eager 
to continue to fulfill its responsibility of adequately serving the power 
needs of its area is opposed to the concept of public power as pre: iched 
by many, if not all, of the proponents of the single Federal dam. 
However, I do not intend to enter into the ideological argument 
here 

The issue is not confined to the matter of private versus public 
power, import: ant as that issue may be. 

There is also the matter of the comparative engineering and eco- 
nomic merits of the three-dam and single-dam plans for the develop 
ment of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River. This matter has 
nothing whatsoever to do with public versus private power. It is a 
problem largely in system planning for the expansion of regional 
power facilities which, although they are owned by many interests 
are all operated on a coordinated regionwide basis. 

Since both alternative plans of development are multiple-purpose 
projects, consideration must also be given to respective nonpower 
benefits. 

I propose to discuss the respective economic merits of the three-dam 
and single-dam plans on the basis of power and nonpower benefits, 
entirely apart from i matter of public versus private power. 

The bill before you, S. 1333, proposes, by reference to a very sketchy. 
and, I believe, aie t-year-old report, a single-dam plan for the 
development of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River 

The maximum power head, 602 feet, is identical with that for Idaho 
Power’s 3-dam plan. 

The initial power installation of 800,000 kilowatts is substantially 
identical with the initial installation for the 3-dam plan; but its ulti 
mate total installation—900,000 kilowatts—is substantially less than 
the ultimate installation proposed under the company’s 3-dam plan, 
1,175,000 kilowatts. 
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The only real difference between the 2 proje ts is that it Is pro- 
posed, at an additional cost of a quarter of a billion dollars, to provide 
2.8 million acre-feet of additional storage space and I use the word 

ce” intentionally, for, since it will not always fill, it will not be 
“water.” P . 

Therefore, the real question in this hearing is: Would the addi- 
tional 2,880,000 acre-feet of storage provided by the single-dam plan 
result in benefits that are adequate to justify the expenditure of over 
S250 million ? 

There have been numerous efforts, both overt and covert, to claim 
that the single-dam plan represents comprehensive development, 
wherea the three-dam plat does not represent comprehensive 
de ve lop. ent, 

In view of the way the term “comprehensive development” has been 
bandied about, I be lies ‘e it Is necess: iry to indi ‘ate my underst: anding 
of the term “ comprehensi ve a ve lopment. 

Our understanding is that comprehensive developn lent represents 
the development that will develop the potentialities of a particular 
site to the maximum extent that is both physically and economically 
feasible. 

Kconomic considerations must have entered into the ) ri inning of the 
single dam developments ssdaaii red comprehensive developme nt by 
its proponents—otherwise, it is difficult to understand why the single 
dam was not made higher. After all, there is no question that physi- 
cally an even higher dam could be constructed in Hells Canyon. 

It would not seem that a brief hearing such as here scheduled, 
before laymen unversed in the intricate technic alitine of power: -system 
planning, with all of its vast field of technical terms and with a great 
quantity of necessary assumptions, variables, and so forth, could result 
in any comparative evaluation of these projects which would be of 
any substantial value in answering this question. 

If no other evidence of this fact. were required, one need only review 
the approximately 20,000 pe iwes of evidence and more than 450 exhibits, 
many of them of themselves being many pages, which constitute the 
record before the Federal Power Commission hearing which ran 
more than 1 year. 

On both sides, and on the part of the independent staff of the Com- 
mission itself, some of the most competent engineers in the country 
have given their opinions, accompanied by lengthy document: ition, 
each assuming certain variables and making certain assumptions, 
each individual arriving in a final analysis at somewhat different 
conclusions. 

It should be noted that no new or different evidence has been brought 
out here than was presented at the FPC hearings; all that has been 
done is to select a handful of the witnesses and then present a part of 
their general testimony without including in this record their cross- 
examination on these subjects. 

Here there was no cross-examinations of these witnesses by trained 
experts. 

In addition, numerous nonprofessional witnesses have here pre- 
sented their understanding of the significance of highly technical 
testimony presented on both direct and cross-examination by qualified 
experts before the Federal Power Commission. 
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We fail to see where any good purpose could be served if we attempt 
to retry that lengthy hearing here, or burden this record with the vast 
amount of engineering and documentry evidence which could very 

easily be produced by us. 

Believing that this Republic is a Government of law, and knowing 
that the law has created the Federal Power Commission as the tribunal 
before which such technical controversies should = arene and having 
full confidence that this independent tribunal, created by Congress 
and entrusted by the Congress with specific rons es will come up with 
a fair, unbiased, and impartial answer, we propose to leave that task 
tothat tribunal. 

Suffice it to say that the Idaho Power Co. there presented detailed 
and documented evidence showing the production capability of its 
proposed plants, measured by the yardstick commonly used through- 
out the United States for measuring the potential contribution of 
prepared new plant to a given electrical system, over the year's of te 
expected service life to that system. 

Idaho Power did not atte mpt to justify its project of three plants, 
solely on the contribution of those plants to its own system, but ac- 
cepted the challenge of showing the contribution to the Northwest 
power pool as a whole. 

In an oversimplification, we would like to point out — aut a ve 
which an electrical producer sells to the customer is energ , that 
which is measured in kilowatt-hours. 

It makes no difference how great the capacity of the hydroelectric 
machinery that may be installed and sitting in a powerplant. That 
neither gives any precise measure of the amount of electrical energy 
that wil! be produced in any given time period—say, 1-year or 50-year 
license period—nor does it give any indication of the dollars that will 
be received during any such time period. 

The precise total on those points is the number of kilowatt-hours 
of energy that will be made when they are required and at the time 
when the customers need them and which will be paid for in cold cash. 

Neither does the installed hydroelectric capacity indicate the 
measure of the dependable capacity or capacity value of any given 
powerplant. For the only capacity which is of value to the power 
consumer, or for which revenue can be obtained, is that capacity which 
is and will be dependable, i. e., available, at the time when it is needed, 
and in the amounts required. 

Technically, this is referred to as “dependable on the load shape” 
and, oversimplified in ordinary language, this means available 
the time when the customer will want it and will buy it. 

In order to meet the needs of its customers, any electric system must 
provide installations that are large enough to meet the maximum com- 
bined instantaneous demand of all of its customers and power re- 
sources that can generate sufficient energy to meet the average demands 
of their customers. 

In other words, the system must provide both kilowatts, which is 
capability, and kilowatt-hours, which is energy, or, as the engineers 
term it, “peaking capacity and energy.’ 

Consequently, in comparing the 2 hydroelectric developments 
such as the single-dam plan and the 3-dam plan, consideration must 
be given to their respective contributions in both kilowatts of peaking 
capacity and kilowatt-hours of energy. 
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How do the single-dam and three-dam plans of development com- 
pare with respect to peaking capacity 4 

With full reservoirs, the single-dam plan provides 800,000 kilo- 
watts of peaking capacity and the 3-dam plan provides 900,900 
kilowatts. 

However, as storage is drafted, the reservoir level falls with a conse- 
quent reduction in the head on the generating units and a consequent 
reduction in the peaking capacity that can be provided by the 
machinery installed. 

As mentioned earlier, both plans of development develop all of the 
fall in the river between Hells Canyon and Weiser. Consequently, 
with full reservoir, both plans will develop 602 feet of head. 

The 1 million acre-feet of usable storage provided by the 3-dam plan 
results in a maximum reduction of 101 feet in the head that is de 
veloped by the machinery 

The single-dam plan of deve lopment, with its 3,880,000 acre 
of usable storage, requires a drawdown of 289 feet. 

( ‘onsequently, at minimum reservoir levels, the single-dam plan 
would develop only 313 feet of head, or approximately 50 percent of 
the head available in the He IIs ¢ ‘anyon reach. 

On the other hand, the 3-dam plan of development would devel lop 
501 feet of head even with minimum reservoir levels. 

As a result, the capacity of the single-dam plan of development 
would be only 392,000 kilowatts at minimum reservoir levels, whereas 
the 3-dam plan of development would still be capable of generating 
709,000 kilowatts at minimum reservoir levels. 

It is quite apparent then that over the proposed range of storage 
oper ations, the three-dam pl in would prov ide capac ity that was sub- 
stantially in excess of that which could be provided by the single dam. 

Hence, insofar as peaking capacity is concerned, the three-dam plan 
of development is superior to the single-dam plan of development. 

How do the two plans of development then compare with respect 
to the energy that can be generated ! 

With the 3-dam plan of development, generation at the 3 plants in 
the Hells Canyon reach would average 4.9 billion kilowatt-hours per 
vear, whereas generation at the single dam in the Hells Canyon reach 
would average 4.7 billion kilowatt-hours per year. 

However, at the present time there is in existence, or under con 
struction, three pl: a on the lower Columbia River whose genera- 
tion would be affected by storage operations in the Hells Canyon 
reach, 

Normally, storage in the Hells Canyon reach will be drafted during 
months in which the flow available at the lower Columbia plants is 
less than the water capacity of the installations. Subsequent refilling 
of storage in the Hells Canyon reach will normally occur during 
months when natural flows at the lower Columbia plants are greater 
than the flow usable at these plants. 

As a result, the million acre-feet of storage provided under the 
3-dam plan would increase the generation at the lower Columbia 
plants by an average of 190 million kilowatt-hour years, whereas, the 
3,880,000 acre-feet of storage provided by the single-dam plan would 
increase such downstream generation by 490 million kilowatt-hours 
per vear. 
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The total generation attributable to storage Arete in the 
He lls Canyon reach would be: single-dam plan, 5.2 billion, 3-dam plan, 

| billion kilowatt-hours per year. 

7 other words, the single- dam plan would provide only 100 mil 
lion kilowatt-hours per year, or about 2 percent more ene rey than the 
3-dam plan. 

There has been a lot of talk about the greater power values created 
by the single-dam plan if it were added to a system that included five 
nonexistent, but authorized, downstream pl unts in addition to those 
currently in oper: ition or under construction. 

What effect would the existence of these lower Snake plants and 
John Day have on the power benefits created by the single-dam and 
three-dam plans? 

The existence of additional downstream plants has no effect on 
the capacity provided at plants on the Hells Canyon reach. 

Additional downstream plants would not change the average en 
ergy that could be generated at plants in the Hells Canyon reach. 

However, there would be some increased downstream generation 

sulting from storage in the Hells Canyon reach. Under these con- 
(litions, the average generation created by developments in the Hells 
Canyon reach would be: 

Single-dam plan: 4.7 billion kilowatt-hours in Hells Canyon and 1.5 
billion kilowatt-hours at downstream plants, or a total of 6.2 billion 
kilowatt-hours per year. 

Three-dam plan: 4.9 billion kilowatt-hours in Hells Canyon and 
600 million kilowatt-hours at downstream plants, or a total of 5.5 
billion kilowatt-hours per year. 

There fore, even if 8 downstream plants were in existence instead 
of 3, the single-dam plan would provide only an average of 700,000 
iilaeratt hours, or about 11 percent, a year more than the three-dam 
plan. 

As previously noted, the essential difference bet ween the single-dam 
plan and the 3-dam plan lies in the additional 2,880,000 acre-feet of 
storage provided by the single-dam plan. 

This difference of 2,880,000 acre-feet in the 2 plans of development 
produces the following effects: 

The single-dam plan would cost $255 million more than the 
3-dam plan. 

2. Regional nonpower benefits would be somewhat greater for the 
single-dam plan. The Corps of Engineers’ estimates of nonpower 
benefits indicate that the annual nonpower benefits would be about 
$1,350,000 per year greater for the single-dam plan than for the 3- 
dam plan. 

The single dam will develop between 315 feet and 602 feet of 
he: ok depe nding on the amount of water in storage. The 3-dam plan 
will develop between 501 feet and 602 feet of head, depending on the 
amount of water in stor: age, 

t. As storage is used capac ity provided by the three-dam plan will 
only drop slightly from 783.000 kilowatts to 709,000 kilowatts, a re 
duction of about 10 percent, or an average of 746,000 kilowatts, 
whereas the capacity provided by the single dam will drop from 
800.000 kilowatts to 392,000 kilowatts, a loss of over 50 percent, and 
an average of 596,000 kilowatts. 
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5. The average energy generated by plants in the Hells Canyon 
reach will be greater for the three-dam plan than for the single-dam 
plan. 

}. The increased generation at downstream plants attributable t 
storage in the Hells Canyon reach will be somewhat greater for the 
single-dam plan than for the three-dam plan. 

7. Even assuming that five downstream sites for which no con- 
struction funds have been appropriated were actually in operation, 
the average annual generation at site and downstream attributable 
to the single dam plan is only 700 million kilowatt-hour years greater 
than the corresponding average annual generation attributable to 
the three-dam plan. What are the respective annual values that 
correspond to these differences in capacity and average energy ¢ 

The staff of the Federal Power Commission has made numerous 
studies as to the long-range value of energy in the Pacific Northwest. 
These indicate a value from approximately : 3.1 mills per kilowatt- 
hour in 1954 to 3.74 mills per kilowatt-hour in the year 2034, or an 
average of 3.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Hence, the 700 million kilowatt-hours of additional energy at 
tributable to the single-dam plan as compared with the three-dam 
plan represents an annual value of about 52,400,000 per year. 

The Federal Power Commission has estimated that capacity will 
be worth $16.50 per kilowatt in the Pacific Northwest during the 
period from 1955 to 2034. The greater average peaking capacity 
provided by the three-dam plan would be worth about $2,475,000 
per year. 

In other words, the greater capacity value provided by the three- 
dam plan is slightly greater than the greater energy value attributable 
to the single-dam plan. 

For all practical purposes, then, the only difference between the 
annual benefits respectively provided by the single-dam plan is given 
by the difference in respective nonpower benefits of $1,3: 50,000, and 
these are temporary in character. 

As I previously ‘mentioned, substantially all of the flood control 
portions of these benefits will disappear when necessary upstream flood 
control comes into existence. 

In other words, the single-dam plan would cost $255 million more 
than the three-dam plan and provide temporary, and somewhat ques- 
tionable, annual benefits about $1,350,000 greater than those of the 
three-dam plan. 

These temporary greater annual benefits are only one-half of 1 per- 
cent of the greater investment. 

Even with tax-free 214 percent Government money, such greater 
investment would not be economically justifiable, whether the amorti- 
zation period be taken as 50 years or 1,000 years. 

Based on accepted engineering criteria as to the economic size of 
a facility, whether it be the size of the entire project or the size of a 
major component of a project, the single-dam plan is not economically 
feasible. 

The application of these accepted criteria are to be found in nu- 
merous professional engineering articles. 

They are exhaustively discussed on pages 11 to 13 of the May 1950 
report of the Subcommittee on Benefits and Costs, to the Federal 
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Inter-Agency Power Basin Committee entitled “Prospective Prac- 
tices for Economic Analysis of River Basin Projects,” often referred 
to as the “Green Book.” 

UPSTREAM STORAGI 

Earlier in this statement, I commented that if any additional storage was to 
be provided on the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon that such added 
storage should be far upstream. Or, to elaborate, any additional storage, if it 
is to serve its full function and if we are to obtain the full value of our invest 
ment therefrom, should be either on the troublesome major upper tributaries of 
the Snake or on the Snake itself above Palisades 

The Army Corps of Engineers held public meetings along the Snake River in 
February of this current year, and the testimony as to the need of this upstream 
storage was overwhelmingly unanimous. Those committee members who were 
present at the Western hearings on this bill last month will recall that every 
irrigator, water manager or person directly connected with the management or 
operation of stream flow testified as to the necessity of this added storage being 
upstream, Not one single witness at any of these hearings has testified that 
such additional upstream storage is not needed. 

The factors which caused this unanimity of opinion are these: Each high water 
year causes local floods and much damage on the major tributary such as the 
Weiser, the Payette, the Big and Little Wood and other such rivers, and there 
is a very real potential threat of great magnitude on the main Snake River itself 
just north of the city of Idaho Fails. In fact, that city itself is in danger both 
of the loss of its municipally owned hydroelectric plant as well as of flood dam 
age by a possible flood-caused channel change in the river. 

Every dollar spent upon dams which will store these often recurring 
floods Ww ill serve double duty fro mn flood control point of vie W and pe r 
ap m additional functions in irrigation and power production. That 

s, the same capacity, 2,800,000 feet of additional storage, which will 
heii local floods will likewise prevent the arrival of those waters 
in the lower Columbia at flood danger periods there. and be available 
for downstream generation in the lower Columbia River plants. 

In addition, having been impounded high on the streams, they can 
be used in their downward flow by irrigators, where needed, and par- 
ticularly they will generate power at all of the intermediate hydro- 
electric ‘pl: ints, as well as flowing to the plants on the lower Columbia 
and the lower Snake. 

Wherever feasible, power facilities would also be installed at such 
upstream storages, and give local power in every area where there are 
REA’s and preference customers. 

very word that is said by the proponents of the single dam with 
respect to the need of storage in the Hells Canyon reach can be given 
double, or even triple, effect if that storage of which they talk is lo- 
cated higher on the stream. 

And, as an example of the flood-control effect of such upstream 
storage, we suggest this: At the time of the 1948 flood at Portland, the 
Clearwater River was pouring into the Snake at Lewiston 177,000 
cubic feet per second and the Salmon was contributing a flood 
100,000 cubie feet per second. 

Both of these streams entered below the Hells Canyon reach. The 
Snake River at Oxbow was carrying only a flow of 50,000 cubic feet 
per second. 

The Army engineers’ forecast that if the 1894 flood were to reoccur 
with the structures contemplated by the main control plan in exist- 
ence, that there would be a flow at Oxbow of only 59,000 cubic feet. per 
second instead of the flow of approximately 124,000 cubic feet per 
second estimated to have then occurred. 
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Suppose that, with the construction of upstream storage on the 
tributaries and upper river as mentioned, there is additionally im- 
pounded an average of 2 OOO cubic feet per second on each of the 5 
major tributaries and, say, another 10,000 cubic feet per second on the 
major stream itself. 

This is very feasible economically. And if it were done, the flow 
it Oxbow then, even under the worst flood conditions ever known, 
would be in the order of only 29,000 cubic feet per second, a flow easily 
manageable by the Brownlee Dam. 

\s to the Clearwater situation, it is the major flooder 

The Army engineers’ Mr. Fernald testified here several times that 
it is the worst flooder in the Columbia River. 

Storage at either Bruces Eddy or Pennycliff, or both, or any others 
would give the same ad litional power enelite as the four lower 
Snakes as described in Hells Canyon. 

Chey would give the same additional power, if any is needed, for 
navigation and, in addition, would contribute far more toward flood 
control than any project on the Snake River above the mouth of the 
Salmon River. 

On behalf of the state of Idaho as a whole, as differentiated from 
my single client, the Idaho Power Co., I earnestly add my voice to 
those of the many who are requesting that any Federal funds avail- 
able for the Snake River above the Salmon be expended on this up- 
stream storage. 

In so doing, Idaho will be protected and its growth enhanced and 
the public power people will get all of the added storage for use in 
downstream generating which ‘the “y use as their principal justification 
of the single-dam plan. 

The approximately one-half billion dollar cost of the single dam 
and its accompanying transmission lines, if expended at the upstream 
sites, would provide far more additional storage, and potential addi- 
tional downstream generation, than would result from constructing 
the single dam, as opposed to the Idaho Power Co.’s proposed project. 


PRIME POWER 


There has been much discussion at this hearing regarding nominal prime 
power and at least the implication that nominal prime power is the yardstick 
by which power resources are evaluated. 

The prime power of a system, or a hydroelectric plant, is the energy that it 
could deliver at a uniform hourly rate during the period of the most adverse 
streamflow conditions, usually referred to as the critical period. Prime power 
s usually expressed in average kilowatts. 

In the Pacific Northwest the concept of nominal prime power of a plant has 
also been introduced. This merely represents the kilowatt hours of energy, 
expressed in average kilowatts, that the plant would generate during the critical 
period of the system. The plant cannot deliver these kilowatts continuously 
inder all conditions of streamflow at the site. 

The single-dam plan typifies this situation very well. Studies made by the 
San Francisco office of the Federal Power Commission indicate that, assuming 
that 5 nonexistent but autherized downstream plants were in operation, the 
nominal prime power of the single-dam plan would be 1,090,000 average kilowatts. 
However, these same studies showed that the average annual output attributable 
to the project would be only 747,000 kilowatts. 

Some active proponents of the singledam plan have gone on at great length 
that the singledam plan would provide over 1,400,000 kilowatts of salable 
prime power whereas the three-dam plan would provide only 860,000 kilowatts 
of salable prime power. The term “salable prime power” merely refers to the 
numerical answer that results if we apply a factor of 1.30 to the average kilo- 
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watts of nominal prime power. This does not change the number of kilowatt 
hours of energy represented by the average kilowatts of nominal prime power. 
It merely represents a different and novel way of computing the average kilo 
watts that results in bigger figures. It is a coined term and has no more merit 
or Significance than saving 100,000 cents instead of $1,000. 

So much for salable prime power. As to nominal prime power, there have 
been statements that, if the nonexistent but authorized downstream plants were 
in operation, the single-dam plan would provide about 1,108,000 kilowatts of 
nominal prime power and the three-dam plan would provide about 660,000 kilo 
watts of nominal prime power. For the assumptions under which these figures 
were derived, there can be no great quarrel with the arithmetic. However, these 
figures were based on the assumption of an S-month critical period. The Bureau 
of Reclamation engineer who made these particular figures also concluded that, 
over a 50-year period, continued development of basin storage would change 
the critical period. He presented figures that showed that these changes in 
critical period would reduce the nominal prime power attributable to storage 
in the Hells Canyon reach as follows: 

Single-dam: from 1109 milliwatts down to 679 milliwatts. Three-dam: 
from 660 milliwatts down to 509 milliwatts 

It is interesting to note that, whereas the Bureau’s engineer found only a 
reduction of 151,000 kilowatts for the three-dam plan, he found a 430,000 kilo 
watt reduction for the single-dam plan. 


In Hells Canyon 
At Bonneville, MeNary and the Dalles 


Total 
John Day 
4 Lower Snakes 


Total 


In other words, about 25 percent of the nominal prime credited to the single- 
dam plan is at five nonexistent plants. When they will be built is in the hands 
of Congress. It is not unlikely that they will be built at some date when the 
8-month critical period has been replaced by a longer critical period, in which 
case a total nominal prime of 1,108,000 will never have been realized. 

However, if we assume that the 8-month critical period controlled and that 
the five nonexistent downstream, but authorized plants were in operation, it 
is conceded that the arithmetic would result in a nominal prime for the single 
dam plan of about 1108 milliwatts and a nominal prime of about 660 milliwatts 
for the 3-dam plan. Does this mean that under these assumed conditions, the 
annnal power benefits from the single-dam plan would be about 60 percent 
creater than those of the 3-dam plan? 

It does not. Nominal prime power alone does not measure the value of a 
power resource. It never has been used for this purpose to compare alternative 
plans of development. It is a term that derives from the Corps’ Review Report 
on the Columbia River (H. Doc. 531). For the particular purposes of the 
Crops Review Report, the term may have been a convenient one; however, 
there is nothing in House Document No. 531 that indicates that the Corps 
of Engineers considered nominal prime power to be an adequate or complete 
vardstick for the evaluation of alternative potential power developments. 

A power resource must be evaluated in terms of the capacity and energy it 
can eontribute. Nominal prime power tells absolutely nothing about either 
one. In recent years, the Corps of Engineers has submitted numerous reports 
to Congress concerning projects in all parts of the country which would pro 
vide power benefits. In all instances power benefits were determined on the 
basis of the projects’ capacity and energy contributions, they were not evaluited 
on the basis of nominal prime power. 

One of the most recent reports on projects in the Pacific Northwest is the 1954 
Review Report on the middle Snake jointly prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. The power benefits of projects studied in that 
report were evaluated on the basis of capacity and energy not nominal prime 
power. 
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However, if people insist on adopting nominal prime power as a method of 
evaluating power resources, Consideration must be given to alternative methods 
of providing the same nominal prime power. 

Bonneville Power Administration has made a number of studies of the nom- 
in prime provided by the single-dam plan and the 3-dam plan assuming that 
each were added their so-called phase (—2 system, a Federal all-hydrosystem 
that included all existing (and under-construction) projects plus all authorized 
projects for which no construction funds have been appropriated by Congress 

These studies covered a 21-year period and showed that the addition of the 
single-dam plan would increase the prime power of the C—2 system by 1,115,000 
kilowatts thereby resulting in a nominal prime power of 1.115.000 kilowatts at 
tributable to the single-dam plan. The corresponding nominal prime for the 
S-dam plan would be 689,000 kilowatts or 426,000 kilowatts less than that of the 
single-dam plan. 

if nominal prime power is to be used to compare these alternative plans of de 
velopment, consideration must be given to the cost of alternative methods of 
providing 426,000 kilowatts of nominal prime power. Installing 426,000 kilowatts 
of new steam capacity would provide 426,000 kilowatts of prime power during 
the critical period 

In other words, the 3-dam plan plus 426,000 kilowatts of steam would provide 
an inerease of 1,115,000 kilowatts in the prime power of the system, the same 
increase that would be realized by the addition of the single-dam plan to Bonne 
ville’s C—2 system. 

Because of the cyclical nature of the storage, generation attributable to the 
single-dam plan will average substantially less than 1,115,000 kilowatts in most 
years. This would not affect prime power of the system because secondary 
hvdroenergy available at other hydro plants makes up for the single-dam 
deficiency Iv the same token, maintenance of system prime power would 
necessitate average thermal operation substantially less than 426,000 kilowatts 
in most years 

It is estimated that the annual costs for fixed charges and operation and 
maintenance for the 426,000 kilowatts of supplementary steam capacity would 


average $4,898,000 per yeat Hence, if normal prime is to be used as a yardstick, 
the nominal prime provided by the single-dam plan in excess of that provided 
by the 3-dam plan would be worth an average of $4,898,000 per year. As pre 


viously noted, the single-dam plan would provide short-term nonpower benefits 
of $1,350,000 Hence, the power and nonpower benefits of the single-dam 
plan would be at best no more than $6,248,000 greater than those of the 3-dam 
plan. But the single-dam plan would cost $255 million. Even with tax-free 
Government money at 2% percent from the Federal Treasury, interest and 
imortization on this extra investment would be about $9 million per year. 
Since the additional benefits of the single-dam plan are less than 70 percent of 
the additional annual costs, the single-dam plan is not economically feasible 
even when the additional prime power benefits are priced out at the costs of 
steam power. 








SALES OF SECONDARY ENERGY 





Studies presented by Bonneville Power Administration at this hearing as 
to “financial feasibility” had nothing to do with economic feasibility. They 
merely showed the effects on system costs of adding the single-dam plan. As 
such, they do not constitute any evidence as to the relative economic merits of 
the alternative plans of development. 

Furthermore, these financial analyses are based on an assumption completely 
contrary to BPA’s own experience. In no instance, do these financial statements 
vive any consideration to sales of secondary and dump energy which have been 
the seurce of substantial revenues as here testified to by Mr. Ostrander. This 
is of particular importance that while the single-dam plan may increase the 
system prime by a certain amount, it can do so only by using secondary energy 
currently available to the system and which is earning revenue for the system. 

Mr. Riter estimated the increased system prime power that would result from 
adding the single-dam plan to a study system that included the 5 presently non- 
existent downstream projects to be 1,108,000 kilowatts. This figure is reason- 
ably comparable to Mr. Ostrander’s figure of 1,122,000 kilowatts. 

Using Mr. Riter’s figure, what does it mean? It means that, by adding the 
sinele-dam project, the system could increase its sales of prime energy by 9.7 
billion kilowatt-hours per year. 
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Based on a “reconlaissance” estimate for the 20-year period, M titer es 
mated that, with 1985 flows, the generation at Hells Canyon plus downstrea 
effects would average 6.5 billion killowatt-hours per year This figure is sub 
stuntially identical with an estimate of about 6.5 billion kilowatt-hours per year 
for a comparable study system by the Federal Power Comuinission 
Now what do the tigures presented by Mr. Riter mean? What is the origin 


of the 9.7 billion kilowatt-hours of increased firm power sales made possible by 
the single dam come from? During the critical period of 8 months, they woul 


come from the single dam project and its downstream effects. but on the average, 
only 6.8 billion kilowatt-hours per year would come from Hells Canyon and its 
downstream eifects. Where would the remaining 3.4 billion come from? ‘There 


is only one place—the system, On the average, 5.4 billion kilowatt-hours pet 
year of secondary energy the system had available before Hells Canyon was 
added, must be used to make up for Hells Canyon’s deficiency. 

In other words, adding Hells Canyon may increase syste , 
9.7 billion kilowatt-hours per year, but it increases the average generation by 
only 6.3 billion kilowatt-hours Hence, the addition of Hells Canyon reduces 
by 3.4 billion kilowatt-hours per year the amount of secondary energy the system 
has available for sale. It is a well-known fact that Bonneville Power Adminis 
tration has received substantial annual revenues by selling secondary energy 
to interruptible customers and to utilities as fuel saver at rates ranging from 
2 to 2% mills. 3.4 billion kilowatt-hours at even 2 mills is $6,800,000 per year 
Mr. Ostrander’s financial analysis of his study systems with and without Hells 
Canyon does not show any effects on system revenues of the reduction in second 
ary available for sale resulting from the addition of Hells Canyon to these study 





prime powe! \ 


systelus. 


One important factor that must not be ignored in a State such as Idaho is the 
sreat increase in the tax base which occurs when hydroelectric plants and trans 
mission lines are constructed by private investor-owned utilities These new 
and additional taxable properties make immediate, direct and tangible con 
tributions to the taxes collected by the States, their subdivisions and also 
through increased income taxes to the Federal Government. 

The total investment for the projects and their accompanying transmission 
lines and system improvement would be in the order of $165 million. It is 
estimated that on current rates and valuations, as a result of this, the States 
governments, its taxing units and the United States would collect annually $10 
million. During the 50-year license period this would amount to $500 million 
in taxes. Of this amount, approximately $4 million would go to the States of 
Idaho and Oregon and their local taxing units, and the balance of $6 million 
annually to the Federal Government, so that this one-half billion dollars would 
be split $200 million to the State and local unit and $300 million to the Federal 
Government. 

No evaluation of the two alternative projects can be made without giving 
effect to this direct and positive tax contribution that will result if the Idaho 
Power Co. is allowed to proceed. In other words, in lieu of it being necessary 
for the Federal Government to increase its national debt and likewise its 
required tax income for a number of years by raising in the order of one-half 
billion dollars of public moneys, there will, if the Idaho Co. is allowed to proceed, 
be no necessity of one dime of public funds and a like amount of one-half 
billion dollars will in the next 50 years be contributed as taxes as above outlined 


PHOSPH ATE 


Several witnesses have discussed at length as to the requirements of the al 
legedly large block of so-called low Cost power for the phosphate beds in south 
ern Idaho. . Most of these statements seem to iznore the geography of the situa 
tion. There is no mention that these phosphate deposits are over 400 miles 
transmission distance from the Hells Canyon site. For illustration purposes, 
the situation is as though they were proposing construction of a powerplant in 
Washington, D. C. to serve a phosphate deposit located in either Boston, Mass. 01 
Columbus, Ohio. The distance between Washington and these cities is about 
the same as that from Hells Canyon to Montpelier. Idaho. Furthermore, a sub 
stantial part of the line would be built over and through mountainous country 
where both construction costs and operating expenses would be greater than 
normal. 
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How much power for phosphate processing do they expect to transport over 
this tremendously expensive transmission system? At the Federal Power Com- 
mission hearing, a Mr. Bell, who was advanced as the country’s leading expert 
in connection with phosphate fertilizer, testified as to probable future phosphate 
loads and said that total phosphate load in the forseeable future (about 10 
years) would be in the order of 175,000 kilowatts. 

At Pocatello, Idaho Power is serving a 100,000 kilowatt electric furnace load, 
and Utah Power is supplying 60,000 kilowatts to electric furnaces at Soda 
Springs. Both plants produce elemental phosphorus, the base for the phosphoric 
acid used in high concentration fertilizers. These high concentration fertilizers 
are the only types that can be economically made by the electric furnace. For 
so-called treble superphosphate, the sulphuric acid or “wet” process undoubtedly 
Will continue to be the most ecenomical process. 

Comparison of Mr, Bell’s estimate of total future phosphate loads with the 
loads currently being served indicates an anticipated load growth of perhaps 
15,000 kilowatts. It is preposterous to contemplate the construction of 400 
miles of transmission lines to serve a load of that magnitude, or even many times 
that magnitude, even if the generating and transmission facilities are financed 
by the use of tax-free and low-interest rate public funds. It is especially pre- 
posterous because there are many sites where plants of that capability could 
be constructed within a relatively close range of the phosphate beds. But, in 
any event, in recent months, there have been many disctissions between officers 
of the Idaho Power Co., Utah Power & Light Co. and the Central Fertilizer Co. 
which has been here referred to relative to the construction by that concern 
of an electrical phosphate plant in southeastern Idaho. The phosphate plant 
would be served by the Utah Power Co. in whose territory a large percentage of 
phosphate beds are located. Preliminary interchange power arrangements have 
been made between Idaho Power Co. and Utah Power Co. to make adequate 
capacity available for this load to be effective at such time as Idaho Power is 
permitted to build the new generation planned in its FPC license application. 

And since this hearing has started, my attention has been called to a news- 
paper statement, which I would like at this point, to offer for the record, in- 
dicating that the Central Farmers Fertilizer Corp. is about to begin construction 
of a large elemental phosphate plant under these arrangements. In other words, 
it will join the Monsanto Chemical Co. and the Food, Machinery and Chemical! 
Co. who are already operating these large electric phosphate plants in Idaho. 
The latter plant is served by the Idaho Power Co. 


[From the Idaho Daily Statesman, May 2, 1955] 





PLANS DRAWN FOR CHEMICAL PLANT IN IDAHO 





SALT LAKE Crry.—Plans are being drawn for a five million dollar electric fur- 
nace for production of elemental phosphorus at Georgetown canyon near Mont- 
pelier, Idaho, it was disclosed Sunday. 

Taylor Darden, resident manager of Central Farmer’s Fertilizer Co., esti- 
mated the cost. The company represents 16 midwest farmer-producer coopera- 
tives. 

Darden confirmed that the cooperative is negotiating with Utah Power & Light 
Co. for power to serve the 35,000 kilovolt-ampere electric furnace. 

Previously the group had planned to use power from the proposed high Federal 
dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River. But Darden indicated this plan has 
heen dropped. He said if the contracts can be signed with Utah Power early 
this year, construction might start in 1956. 

Senator ANDERSON. Now, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Very early in your statement, Mr. Parry, you 
mentioned voting stock. 

I do not have a copy of your statement. I think you said that a 
certain percentage of the voting stock or the shares of stock of the 
company is owned in Idaho. 

Mr. Parry. It is one brief paragraph. I shall be glad to read it. 

> 

The company’s stock is owned by 11,000 shareholders scattered throughout 
the entire 48 States. The largest number, however, are residents of Idaho, be- 
ing 39 percent of the total. 
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Senator Neupercer. Is that 39 percent of the total number of stock 
holders or 59 percent of the stock. 

Mir. Parry. Thirty-nine percent of the total number and more than 
60 percent of the stockholders reside in eleven western States. 

The corporate voting power of the preferred and common shares 
owned by stockholders living in Idaho is nearly double that of the 
stock owned by any other State. 

No more than 2 percent of the corporate voting power is possessed 

anv single owner. Ninety-three percent of the company’s share 
holders are individuals, and among the remaining 7 percent are numer 

~ institutional investors which I named. 

Phat is my statement. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Is 93 percent of the stock owned by individuals? 

\ir, Parry. Yes. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Ninety three percent of the stock of the com 
pany is owned by individuals 4 
Mr. Parry. That is my understanding. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You want that statement to stand / 

Mir. Parry. Subject to check; yes. If I find I am wrong, I shall 
» olad to correct it. 

Senator AnpERsOoN. Do you mean by volume or by numbers / 

Mr. Parry. By volume. 

Senator Neupercer. Is it true that the 30 largest stockholders do 
not live in Idaho at all, either individuals or institutional ? 

Mr. Parry. That 1 cannot answer, Senator. I do know this. I 
mentioned this in your absence and for that reason alone repeat it. 

That statement of the Federal Power Commission on the 10 largest 
stockholders was one made immediately after a financial program and 
those 10 largest groups were mainly brokers, and so forth, under- 
writers, who were holding the stock temporarily. They were not per- 
manent stockholders and it soon passed over into other hands. 

I do not have with me a list of the 30 largest stockholders. 

Senator Neupercer. It is my understanding at this time that the 
30 largest stockholders are not residents of the State of Idaho and 
are largely these insurance companies, investment houses, and so 
forth, not in the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Parry. I have no information on that available. I tried to 
anticipate things, but I did not get that one. 

Senator Nreusercer. Why did you not have that information / 

Mr. Parry. I was not astute enough, shall we say, to realize that 
that was a question that would bother you. 

Senator NeuBerRGER. You are the one who raised it and yet you did 
not bring the information / wt is 

Mr. Perry. I did not raise that question. 

Senator Nrupercer. You are the one that raised that question. 
You used certain selected figures about the stock ownership. You 
are the one who introduced this here. 

Mr. Parry. I introduced the general subject of stock distribution. 
I stated further along, and the same thing is true of the Idaho Co. 
as with everyone, the stock finds its resident home in those places 
where there are large investors. 

As you so well know, one of the largest, if not the largest, single 
buyer of securities is these pension trust funds under union labor and 
others, and the only tremendous amount of Idaho power stock. 
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It is quite intriguing to see how they lambast the Idaho Power Co. 
on one side and buy their stock on the other. 

Senator Neunercer. What are some of the union investors who 
own large blocks of stock ?# 

Mr. Parry. I have no names of individuals before me. I do not 
know that I have even any right to see them or disclose them. 

senator NEI BERGER, Is that not disclosed to the various public 
tility commissions of the States’ Is that not a public record / 
And you say you have no right to disclose it ¢ 

Mr. Parry. I do not know that there is a complete list of the stock- 
holders. It varies with the rules, of course. That happens to be a 
phase of the company's business with which I am not familiar. 

Senator Neupercer. It is my understanding that the main stock- 
holders are listed with the public utility commissions that regulate 
them. Ithought it was a public document. 

Mr. Parry. If they are, they are easily available. 

Senator ANpERSON. I wonder if that is correct. I am not sure. I 
know that banks generally are because there is a reason for it. They 
have to file a list of stockholders with the State bank examiner. 

Mr. Perry. I will say this with complete candor: If there are any 
such lists available where they are matters of public document, I 
would have no objection to supplying a copy for the record and supply- 
Ing a copy to vou. 

Senator NeuperGer. It is my understanding in the State of Oregon 
where you operate, also, that a list has been filed with the State 
utility commission. 

Senator Anperson. Gentlemen, I have another matter which I must 
attend to at this time. 

I am sure that I can be back before the hearing is concluded. 
I will say for the record that every Senator who wishes to be heard 
will be heard before we close this record. 

If it occurs to people that they have something they would like to 
place in the record that seems pertinent to this matter, we want that. 

If there have been statements made during the hearings which seem 
to call, within reasonable limits, for some additional statements, both 
of the Idaho Senators naturally know they can supply them as well 
as Senator Morse and Senator Neuberger and proponents. 

Senator Weiker. Before you leave, Mr. Chairman, may I state that 
I sincerely appreciate your kindness to me since I am a representa- 
tive of the State affected by this matter. 

Senator Nevpereer. Although I do not agree with Mr. Welker on 
this issue, I would like to corroborate his thanks to you for the very 
fair and pattent manner in which you have presided at these hear- 
ings, and thank you on behalf of those who take my position on this 
issue, 

Senator Gorpwatrr. Could T have authority to insert a compila- 
tion of retail electrical rates of the 48 States in the record ? 

Senator AnpEerson. That may be put in at the end of the statement 
and examination by Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Nevpercer. There is a speech by Senator Morse on the 
Idaho Power Co. and the REA’s. Can that he included along with 
Mr. Parry’s statement on their record with the REA. 
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Senator WELKER. On that matter I wonder if I may have a few 
uaas to look at that statement. I may want to have a speech to make 
on that. 

Senator NEUBERGER. You and I were talking about the ownership of 
= COREY. You said you would make available to the committee 
S lists of your ni jor stockholders as are a matter of record. 

Mr. Parry. Of public record; yes. 

Senator NeuBercer. It is my understanding that that list has been 
on file with the Public Utility Commission of Oregon, where you also 
operate. 

[ gather from the conclusion of your testimony that you felt that 
the government should build projects on the Sn: ike River at so-called 
noncontroversial sites, sites further upstream. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Upstream is the governing word, that have a dual and 
triple function. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Is it correct. that your company has also filed 
on several sites on the Snake River over which there is no existing con 
troversy, which are not at present developed ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 

Now, they are in a different category, Senator. So far as I know, 
everyone that has been filed is a pure run-of-the-river plant, no storage 
in them, just to make whatever electricity possible from the water 
passing. Iam talking of upstream storage, which is entirely different. 

Senator NeuBEeRGER. W hy has your company not deve loped those 
sites on which you filed ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Because they have not been proven to be economical 
under present conditions, principally because they are extremely sea- 
sonal. 

In other ee you take any site, to use an example, between Amer- 

can Falls and Millner, there is only water when irrigation water is 
going past during irrigation season. 

When they are filling American Falls and when the Palisades is 
built. there will be a trickle in the wintertime. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you intend to continue your filings on 
them ? 

Mr. Parry. You mean to use the filings that are made? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes; and to continue the filings. 

Mr. Parry. I do not know what you mean by the word “continue.” 

Senator Neupercer. Are you going to continue to hold them ¢ 

Mr. Parry. The State law limits the time within which you make 
filing and within a certain length of time you have to start work and 
have to finish. 

I take it those are policy matters with the company and I presume 
that since energy is badly needed, that everyone that is economically 
sound and will fit in the picture producing kilowatts, when people buy 
them, will be built. 

Senator Neusercer. You mentioned the REA’s that had been dis- 
solved, and which have been referred to briefly in previous testimony, 
and this has been on request from members of the REA. 

Mr. Parry. That is my information, 

Senator Neunercer. Does your company ever promote or agitate 
some of those requests / 

Mr. Parry. I would not have any knowledge of that, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. Is it not a fact that—— 
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Mr. Parry. Let me ask you this: Our company is in the business 
of selling electricity. They have a lot of very energetic, reliable men. 
I take it that wherever they can get customers and give them better 
service at lower rates, that they are trying to do it. 

I doubt if they would be kept on the company payroll otherwise. 
Would that not be your thought ? 

Senator Nevsercer. I am asking you what your thought is. 

Mr. Parry. That would be mine. I have no knowledge. 

Senator Neupercer. In other words, it may be possible that some 
of these REA’s were dissolved due to agitation by your company ¢ 

Mr. Parry. There may have been some solicitation. I do not know 
that there is anything wrong about that. 

Senator Neupercer. Is solicitation the word you would use for the 
preparation by your legal associate of the resolution of the Idaho 
Reclamation Association denouncing S. 1333 ? 

Mr. Parry. That is quite a story. 

Long before I represented the Idaho C ompany, I represented some 
of the largest, in fact the largest, canal comp: anies and irr igation dis- 
tricts. My associates and I have constantly attended those meetings 
for many years, long before any connection. 

I served my terms on the resolution committee. It is made up of 
lawyers who are there and Mr. Fix happened to be on the resolution 
committee. 

I presume that because he had been involved in the Hells Canyon 
discussion back here and had been with me for a considerable part 
of the time, it was a perfectly normal thing for him to be requested 
to write the ‘resolution on it. 

Senator Neusercer. He wrote the resolution while he was associated 
with you as attorney for the Idaho Power Co. Let us not go back. 

Mr. Parry. He is one of my partners. Mr. Fix happens to be 
here. 

Mr. Frx. I would like to say this, that the same resolution has been 
passed by the State Reclamation Association for 4 previous years that 
I know of. The only thing I did was to change the dates, the numbers 
of the bill. 

In some ways the resolution was changed slightly, but not in sub- 
stance. The same resolution had been passed by resolutions commit- 
tees prior to the time I was on the resolutions committee. 

Senator Neupercer. Has the Idaho Power Co., Mr. Fix, contributed 
financially to the Idaho Reclamation Association ? 

Mr. Frx. I presume they have. They have contributed, as all busi- 
ness associations have contributed, along with all of the irrigation 
districts. How much they have contributed, I do not know. I think 
they have contributed a small amount. 

Senator Neunercer. But the company has contributed financially 
to the Idaho Reclamation Association ? 

Mr. Parry. I think I can answer that. I believe there has been 
a fixed sum of $450 a year that the Idaho Power Co. has contributed 
to the reclamation association for quite a long period of time. 

The major portion of the fund of the Idaho Reclamation Associa- 
tion is collected by assessment of a quarter of a cent an acre to the irri- 
gated lands of Idaho. 

In addition to that, there is a general—I do not know whether you 
call it solicitation, but collection of money from business people. The 
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rairo: als olive them sole money, the power colnpanles lve them some 
money. 

Reclamation made Idaho. Without the Snake River reclamation, 
nothing would be there and everyone contributes. Some merchants 
cont? ibute. 

Senator Neupercer. Agriculture is important in Idaho. Do you 
contribute to the Grange in Idaho? 

\ir. Parry. I do not know. 

Senator Neupercer. I just wondered. 

Mr. Parry. Mr. Hogg informs me that we have many numbers 
among our people who qualify as Grange members. 

senator Neupercer. You do contribute to the Grange / 

Mr. Parry. I say are members. 

Senator Neusercer. [ do not know what you mean. 

\ir. Parry. They pay dues. ‘They are members of the Grange. 

Senator NrEUBERGER. Does the company contribute to the Grange 
like it does to the reclamation association 4 

Mr. PArry. Those of us here present think not. 

Senator NeuBerGer. That is what | wanted to know, if I could. 

| just want to mention one thing. ‘Two or three times you compli 
mented me on the use of words. | just want to refer, in passing, to one 
phrase you mentioned. You referred to these projects as being 
twice the height of Bonneville Dam. 

You realize that Bonneville is a low, run-of-the-river dam across a 
very wide river and its height has no reference to its power capacity 4 

Mr. Parry. I believe these combined projects have greater power 
capacity than Bonneville Dam, too. 

Senator Neunercer. But you referred to individual projects as be- 
ing so much higher than Bonneville Dam. 

! just wanted to get that in the record to indicate it was not in 
reference to the capacity of Bonneville. 

Vir. Parry. One of the most unportant ee of any dam is the 
head. I, personally, have been, shall I say, somewhat irked at them 
constantly calling them small dams. It iz true they are not as large 
as the high dam but, compared to most of the dams in the United 
States, they are large dams. 

Senator Nevusercer. You compared them to Bonneville. You took 
the initiative in comparing them. You realize their capacity is much 
less than Bonneville so far as power production 4 

Mr. Parry. Not asa whole. 

Senator Nreupercer. Comparing each one to Bonneville, not the 
whole. 

My house in Georgetown may be higher than the Pentagon but it 
is not as big asthe Pentagon. 

Mr. Parry. I was trying to illuminate the point that the small 
dams—and I think one of the greatest items of the dams is the height, 
and these are not small dams from a height angle. They are not as 
wide. They are not quite like the president of the little roalroad that 
ran 8 or 10 miles. He said his railroad was not as long as the Penn- 
sylvania but it was as wide. 

Senator Neusercer. To get back to Bonneville, you recognize that 
none of the three proposed dams can compare to the power capacity. of 
Zonneville ? 
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Mr. Parry. Bonneville approaches it in its peaking capacity. What 
is the power capability of Bonneville / 

Senator NevuBercer. | thought it was around 550.000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Parry. Brownlee has around 414,000 peaking. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I wanted to ask you something else. 

You refer to tax-free money used on Federal projects used for the 
proposed high dam. 

Mr. Parry. I was using that as an assumption. 

Senator Neusercer. You referred to it as tax-free money used on 
the high dam. 

Mr. Parry. Let me check my notes. I think rather rapidly I can 
find that precise language. 

Yes; tax free, 214 percent Government money. 

Senator Neupercer. Is that not true of any money used by the 
Federal Government to build any project, whether it be Hells Canyon 
or the p roject you suggest shoul 1 be on the upper river or the upper 
Colorado, or any other Government project / 

Does not that description equally apply ‘ 

Mr. Parry. There is no criticism. It is just a classification. 
Senator Neupercer. Has your company applied for any tax amorti 
zation certificates which would reduce your tax obligation to the 

Government in the construction of these dams? 

Mr. Parry. I will answer that double. 

I take it from testimony I heard here—it is nothing lL know per 
sonally about it there was some applications made with respect to 
two of the projects. I do not believe that they have been granted, 
as Chairman Anderson pointed out. 

All they do is allow you to amortize faster part of it the first 5 
years and you take quite a gamble on doing that. You are betting that 
the income tax will 20 down. 

I understand that the Idaho Power Co. tried that on a small amount 
on one of their other plants and lost considerable money doing it. 

Senator Nevuspercer. What was the } purpose of applying for it / 

Mr. Parry. They thought they were going to gain. 

Senator Neusercer. What is the purpose of applying for them on 
these? It is for the purpose of reducing your tax obligation ? 

Mr. Parry. I would say it is for an opportunity to put the officers 
of the company in the position of making a choice when the first year 
comes along, to pay taxes after the plants were built, they would then 
determine whether they wanted at that time to take an allotted 
depreciation, knowing if they do not they will not have it in subsequent 
years. 

Senator Neupercer. But they pay less taxes; is that not the purpose ? 

Mr. Parry. You try to outguess it. You see the point, do you not? 

Senator Nevsercer. I asked you the purpose of doing it. 

Mr. Parry. To put them in a position to make an attempt at the 
proper time to use their heads and pay less tax. 

Senator Neupercer. I am not criticizing you for that. I am just 
say ing that you re ferred to this tax-free mone V. 

Mr. Parry. It might or might not reduce taxes. Probably the chief 
effect would be the time of paying taxes. 

Senator Neuprercer. But the purpose of it is to reduce your tax 
obligation ? 
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Mr. Parry. No. |] would say the purpose of it is to effect the time 
f paying taxes, whether you pay them now or later. 

Senator Nrupercer. That 1s a new definition as far as I am con 
cerned, but I am glad to get it from you anyway. 

I want to ask you again with reference to the 308 report as the 
“quickie” re port. 

Do you believe that the report is wrong elsewhere / 

Mr. Parry. I think the report is an inventory within the limita 
tions stated in the ear ly parts of the re port itself, of the water resources 
of the Columbia River Basin such as they were able to make within 
the time and with the manpower they had available. 

Now, then, to Say whether it is erroneous or correct would be su 
pererogation On my part. 

Senator NrvuBERGER. Governor Patterson is very much agitated 
about John Day Dam. He wants it built and we all want it built. 

Do you think it is possible they may be wrong at John Day, it may 
have been a “quickie” report there / 

Mr. Parry. I suggest that John Day Dam is considerably lower th: 
the one proposed in the 308 re port. 

Senator Neupercer. Because there has been objection | V the town 
of Arlington ? 

Mr. Parry. I think that is one of the things that characterizes the 
“quickie” report, 

They do not. have time to weigh and evaluate all the factors. 

Senator NeuBerGer, That had nothing to do with the aspect of 
the dam ? 

Mr. Parry. It affects the height, the head. 

Senator NEuBerGer. It proves that nothing is wrong about the esti 
mates as to its capacity or its power production ¢ 

Mr. Parry. It changes it completely. 

Senator NEUBERGER. It does not refute the engineering on it. Surely 
the town of Arlington may agitate about the height of the dam just 
as your company Is agitating about Hells C anyon, but it does not refute 
the report by the Army engineers ? 

Mr. Parry. You and I always seem to get down to semantics. 

Let us take the word “refute.” It changes all the engineering on 
thedam. It does not make their engineering inaccurate. 

Senator Neupercer. You and other people associated with your 
viewpoint have presented an entirely different set of figures for the 
proposed high dam. 

Mr. Parry. What is the relation between that and John Day ? 

Senator NEUBERGER, I am just saying that you have come in here, 
and what are you people doing in this: You are saying that the 30s 
report at Hells Canyon is a “quickie” report. 

Mr. Parry. Let us clear this up. 

The dam that this bill seeks to authorize is not the Hells Canyon 
Dam included in the 308 report. It is a different location and a 
different height. 

Senator Neupercer. It is basically the same report that is in the 
308 report. You are the one that has come in and said the 308 
report is a “quic kie” re port. 

If the dam in 8. 1333 is a different one, why are you criticizing the 
3808 report ? 
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Mr. Parry. J did not criticize the 308 report. You asked me about 
it and I] said ] thought it was a “quickie” report in many respects, not 
all. 

There is a gentleman sitting in the room, Mr. Mornent. who testified 
before the Federal Power Commission how. under great pressure, 
he wrote an ap pendix O on the power part of it. 

Senator NeuBERGER. That has not been before this committee and I 
was not at the Federal Power Commission 

Senator Weiker. What was that last statement ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. | said I was not present at the Federal] Power 
(‘ommission hearings. You do not doubt that is true? 

Senator WeLker. Neither was I but I think, as a fellow colleague 
of yours, I have the right to hear a question that is propounded, 
especially when it involves a promine nt resident of my State. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I did repeat it. 

Mr. P ARRY. My engineer advises me that the Hells ¢ Canyon Dam 
that the a Engineers t: alk about in the 308 report is 6 miles distant 
on the river from the one that is involved in S. 1333. 

I seat sh that quite a deviation. I know it is a different head. 

Senator Nevsercer. The thing that interests me is this: Why, Mr. 
Parry, both you and Mr. Williams, who testified this morning, felt it 
necessary to be critical and disagree with the 308 report. 

Mr. Parry. I do not think I was at all except in answer to your 
question, like asking a witness is that a ad ‘ar down the street and he 
says “Yes.” Then you bring in a witness saying it was a blue car. 
You asked me my opinion a 308 and I gave it. 

Senator Nevpercer. If I was talking about the report or analysis 
made by your company of the Hells Canyon stretch of the river, and I 
called it a “quickie” analysis and “quickie” report, you would not re- 
ward me as being critical of it? 

Mr. Parry. Yes, I would, and I did not start-out criticizing the 
report. You asked me about it and I told you. ; 

Senator Nevpercer. Because you have been critical of the site here 
and vou brought this in. 

Mr. Williams was extremely critical this morning. He said it was 
not comprehensive. . 
Mr. Parry. That is another story. I am talking about my testi- 
mony. 

All I brought in here was this, that our engineers that took the dam 
that is sought to be authorized by S. 1833 and the preceding substan- 
tially identical bills, they compared it with the ones we have been 
study ing now for some 5 years and came up with a comparison. 

Whether the 308 report is right or wrong in many other respects, it 
seems to me entirely irrelevant and, except as I have heard them 
discuss it generally at numerous meetings I have attended, I would not 
have any prec ise know ledge on that. 

Senator Nevpercer. I would disagree. I would think of the report 
as a whole report just as a doctor’s examination of a person’s anatomy 
is a whole ex: amination. 

If you are going to accept it at the lung and reject it at the heart, 
and so forth, that woul 1 be a most unusual situation. 

Senator DworsnHak. The 308 report did not include the Bruces 
Eddy Dam? 

Mr. Parry. No. 
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Senator Dworsuak. It could not be very comprehensive then. 

Senator Neusercer. That is the thing that I want to get on the 
record. 

The people that are opposing the Hells Canyon Dam do not think 
that the 308 report is comprehensive. 

[ have no other questions at the moment. 

Senator Anperson. I understand that at the Boise hearing on 
April 4 some question was raised about there being inserted in the 
record a summary of a legal discussion of S. 1333, which was pre- 
sented over the signature of H. R. Stinson, former regional counsel 
of the Bureau of Reclamation at Boise, Idaho, who could not be 
present in person. 

Mr. Stinson has approved in writing the summary which was pre- 
pared by the committee staff, since Mr. Stinson has been ill and is un- 
able to be present in person. 

His statement was inserted in full in the record at Boise and the 
summary will be exceedingly helpful because of his wide experience 
and knowledge of reclamation and water law. 

The summary will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The summary referred to is as follows :) 


SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY Howarp R. Strnson, ATTORNEY AT Law, IpAHo FALLs, 
IpAHO (FORMERLY REGIONAL COUNSEL, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION ) 


Protection of upstream water rights: Either private or Federal development 
of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River raises the problem of possible 
encroachments on upstream irrigation rights. 

The Federal project proposed in S. 1333 poses the problem because of the 
power of the Congress over navigable streams under the Commerce Clause of 
the Federal Constitution, article I, section 8, under which it might be possible 
for the Federal Government to control upstream consumptive use, even as 
against preexisting rights, if specific protection for such rights were not 
provided. 

The question, therefore, becomes a dual one: 

1. Has the Congress the power to legislate so as to protect both existing and 
future upstream rights to the use of water; and 

2. Would the provisions of Senate bill 1333 afford adequate protection to both 
existing and future upstream water rights? 

The answer to the first question is “Yes.” 

The United States Supreme Court has held that the Congress has the power 
to protect both existing and future water rights from its own inherent powers 
under the commerce clause. There is no limitation on its power to control or 
limit the activities of Federal agencies charged with carrying out its responsi- 
bilities and powers with respect to navigable waters. 

As to question 2, the answer is also “Yes.” 

It is apparent that the language of section (2) of the present bill is quite 
adequate to protect both existing and future rights against the exercise by 
the United States of its power under the commerce clause. 

This section of the bill states: 

“Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does 
not conflict with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or 
other beneficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid 
under State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

It is apparent that the Congress has here clearly stated its intent, which would 
govern the United States and its officers and agencies and would subordinate 
operation of the Hells Canyon Dam to both existing and future consumptive use 
rights of upstream water users. 

In addition to the special protection of section 2, preexisting upstreim rights 
are protected by the language of section 1 of the bill, which requires the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to be governed by the Federal reclamation laws in operat 
ing and maintaining the projects under the proposed act. 
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This would place the Federal project in the same subservience to preexisting 
rights established under State law as would bind a private utility project 
created under Federal license 

On the other hand, it should be noted that without protections such as those 
written into this bill, under the Idaho Constitution a preexisting nonconsump 
tive use such as power production stands as a property right against subsequent 
preference rights for irrigation and domestic use; if the subsequent preference 
rights were asserted against the preexisting nonconsumptive use right, there 
would have to be full and adequate compensation for that preexisting right; in 
this instance the power right 

Mr. Stinson was also of the opinion that, under existing Idaho State law, a 
private applicant for a power privilege could not be required to accept conditions 
which would make its right subservient to future irrigation and consumptive 
use rights. 

If such a private project were licensed by the United States under the Fed 
eral Power Act, the United States could subsequently take over and operate that 
project, either at the expiration of the license or at any time during the 
term of the license in an emergency, and if it did so, the full power of the com 
merce clause could be applied against either existing or future upstream rights; 
it is therefore apparent that S. 1333 provides greater protection to such rights 
than would either private development under the Federal Power Act or Federal 
development in the absence of the provisions of sections 1 and 2 

Mr. Stinson also recommends that as an additional protection this project, if 
authorized to be tied into the pending Columbia Interstate Compact when ratified 
which provides full protection to existing and future irrigation and other con 
sumptive rights through the year 2000, subject to an extension to the year 
2050 

Turning to the problem of irrigation assistance, or the use of power revenues 
to aid future irrigation developments in the Snake River Valley in Idaho, the 
present bill provides adequate legal foundation for incorporating subsequently 
authorized reclamation works as part of this project for the purpose of pro 
viding such assistance 

If the people of Idaho wish more satisfactory assurance that revenues from 
the project will be available for specific irrigation developments, they may 
want to work for authorization of these developments now. 

This could be done by amending the present bill to conform to the draft of a 
previously proposed bill dated April 15, 1951, which would accomplish the 
present authorization of the irrigation features of the Mountain Home Di- 
vision, but on the condition that the Secretary of the Interior should make a 
report to the President and the Congress by a specific date before any funds 
were spent on construction. (Prepared by M. C. Mapes, special counsel, and 
approved by Howard R. Stinson.) 

(At this point, Senator Anderson was compelled to attend another 
committee meeting and Senator Neuberger became acting chairman.) 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Parry, I understand you to say that the 
idaho Power Co. contributed a great deal of power to the Northwest 
pool ? 

Mr. Parry. Yes. Next only to the Bonneville Power Administra 
tion, the Idaho Power Co. has been the greatest contributor of surplus 
power over recent years. 

Senator DworsHak. Is that a voluntary contribution or under 
some agreement obligating the company to make the contribution 4 

Mr. Parry. All of the utilities are associated, both Federal and 
private, in a very fine enterprise in the lower pool, and when the 
power 1s required, \W hy. they dump It in. 

I think sometimes during the “brownouts” that the contribution 
of the Idaho Power Co. was enough to tip the scales and keep the 
electric clocks running in Seattle and Portland. 

Senator DworsHak. I think you said there was a shortage occasion- 
ally in eastern Idaho that required the shutdown of some of the 
phosphate processing plants. 

Mr. Parry. For the first time last summer—never before has the 
idaho Power Co. ever had to refuse any customer of any kind, but 
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last summer, principally on account of this tremendous development 
of irrigation pumping which has put the Idaho Power Co. in this 
inusual situation, instead of having a high sharp peak os December, 

‘h is, I think, characteristic of practically every other utility in 
the United States, they had a big high plateau peak through the 
entire irrigation-pumping season. 

Senator DworsHak. Is your company in the position to determine 
whether it should contribute power to the Northwest pool or take 

ire of requirements in southeastern Idaho ¢ 

Mir. Parry. It takes care of its customers first. 

1 think all companies in the pool do that except in extreme emer 
Yency conditions. ‘Then you let the other customers down to help the 
other fellow. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Parry, | have a couple of questions 

One of your last exhibits handed the reporter is a statement from 

» Idaho Daily Statesman of May 2, 1955, with the nadine “Plans 
Dr awn for Chemical Plant in Idaho.” 

Mr. Parry. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Would you re o to that and tell the committee 

. What information is contained therein 4 

Mr. Parry. It refers to part of the phosphate story, Senator. 

There has been a lot of talk about the requirement of low-cost power 

r phosphate. That was another subject that was debated at great 
length in the Federal Power Commission hearing to the extent we 
even got down to the chemical composition of the rock to be used, 
ud there is this general situation. 

In the Idaho Power Co.’s territory there are alre: aucdy electrical 
furnaces making elemental phosphorous which is used for many pur- 
poses and which would be the basic subject from which phosphoric 
cid would be made to make this concentrated fertilizer that some of 
the witnesses talked about. 

About 1,000 kilowatts of load is being carried by the Idaho Power 
Co. at Pocatello now, a load practically equal to the entire company in 
the 1940's. 

Over on the Utah Power Co. project, which is immediately east, 
Monsanto has a plant. During the process of these hearings the 
Idaho Power Co. has been in contact with the Central Farmers Ferti 
lizer Co., who say they can go in and make elemental phosphorous, and 
from that phosphorus acid in a concentrated fertilizer at the rates 

hich the Idaho Power Co, can supply if these plants are allowed 
to be built on an exchange basis. 

The actual location of the plant will be over in the Utah Power 
Co.’s area but the Idaho Power Co. will supply them, whenever they 
can, power from this. 

This indicates that the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. is going ahead 
with the 30,000 kilovolt-ampere electric furnace for that purpose. 

Senator WeLker. Very well, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. What will the rate be at which that power 
will be furnished for those furnaces ? 

Mr. Parry. It depends on the load factor, how much they take, 
and what concessions they are willing to grant on interruptibility. 
Somewhere around 5 mills. 

Senator NeuBperRGER. Somewhere around 5 mills? 

Mr. Parry. Maybe a little more, maybe a little less. 











744 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. That is higher, is it not, than the Bonneville 
rate to industrial users 4 

Mr. Parry. I have heard that described as two. Five is higher 
than two, in my book, 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Parry, | wonder if you would tell me the 
area where this new concern proposes to do business with the Utah 
Light & Power Co., a corporation. 

Is that one of the areas near the giant phosphate beds of Idaho, 
Wyoming and Utah that we have heard testified to here ¢ 

Mr. Parry. The service area of the Idaho Power Co. goes over 
generally into what we call the Pocatellos area of eastern Idaho, some- 
what east of Pocatello. 

limmecdiately to the south of that adjoins the service area of the 
Utah Power Co. 

Senator WeLker. Where is this area, Mr. Parry. Is it south or 
east ¢ 

Mr. Parry. This town of Georgetown of which this newspaper 
article speaks, is near Montpelier, Idaho, which would be approxi- 
mately 30 to 40 miles west of the Idaho-Wyoming line on a line 
almost straight east of Pocatello. 

Senator Wertxker. In the service range of Utah Power? 

Mr. Parry. In order to get this power over there, there would be an 
interchange of power between the two comps wnles. 

Senator Werker. In the justification portion of the upper Colorado 
Basin, was the language used in that justification to leave that power 
to develop the phosphate beds of Utah, Wyoming, and Idaho? 

Mr. Parry. It was in one of their earlier reports. I did not pay too 
much attention to this last one but it is the same phosphate area which 
is in the lower right-hand corner of the map which is hanging on the 
wall, and also the small map that I have. 

The greatest part of the phosphate is up right in the corner of the 
State and the best part of it seems to be over on the Idaho line. 

I understand that there was some talk of bringing some of that 
Colorado power there, which is a long distance l want to comment 
on this. 

Senator Weiker. I want to ask youa question on that. 

Do you have any idea what the distance is from the powerplant on 
the upper Colorado to the so-called phosphate beds of Idaho that we 
have heard testified here as compared to the so-called proposes d high 
(rovernment dam at Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Parry. To the Government dam at Hells Canyon ¢ 

Senator Weiker. Yes, compare the distance between the power- 

plant in the upper Colorado and the proposed plant and with Hells 
C anyon Federal plant down on the Snake River below Weiser. 

Mr. Parry. Well, I will try. 

Senator Wreiker. I have no idea. 

Mr. Parry. One of the points that was in a portion of my statement 
was that there is so much talk of these phosphate beds in eastern Idaho 
which is actually 430 miles away from Hells Canyon. 

As an illustration, to talk about su; pplying the phosphate beds from 
Hells Canyon over in southeastern Idaho i is about similar to saving 
that we will supply phosphate beds at Washington, D. C., by our 
powerplant at Cincinnati, Ohio, or Toronto, Canada, or Boston, Mass. 
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If you draw a circle with the same radius as the distance from 
southeastern Idaho to Hells Canyon and use Washington as the center. 
you would get that far away. 

Senator Neunercer. Would you repeat the mileage / 

Senator Weiker. What is the mileage / 

Senator Neupercer. I think he said 430 miles. 

Senator Weiker. You say 430 miles from Hells Canyon to the 
phosphate beds. Now, will you approximate the distance between the 
upper Colorado powerplant to the phosphate beds / 

Mir. Parry. It has to be a guess. I think it is a little farther. 

Senator Weriker. How much farther / 

Mr. Parry. Five hundred to five hundred fifty miles. That is a 
Pp ire guess. 

Senator WeL_ker. Farther than the 430 miles ¢ 

Mr. Parry. No: gross. 

Senator Weiker. One would be 430 miles from Hells Canyon to 
the phosphate beds and then you, by your approximate guess, would 
- it is 5OO, what / 

Mr. Parry. Five hundred to five hundred fifty. 

I would like to have permission to check up and supply the record 
with the accurate figures on that. I think it should be in there. 

‘That is 6-mill power over there; 500 miles away. 

‘ Senator WeLker. Six-mill power, where? 

Mr. Parry. Over in Colorado. 

Senator WeLker. Yet vou say in one of the reports, the justifica 
tion reports, they ask that this power be used to produce this phosphate 

Idaho. 

Now, the concluding question, Mr. Parry, is this: 

The distinguished junior Senator from Oregon interrogated you 
with respect to tax amortization. You know it to be a fact, do you 
not, that that authority was granted to business and to individu: ils by 
the Federal Government to encourage private enterprise to go inti 
business richly needed in this country ‘ 

Mr. Parry. I think it was intended by the Congress to encourage 
immediate expansion in those things which have a direct connection 
with the defense effort. 

Senator Weiker. You are mindful of the fact that many corpora 
tions and individuals and partnersaips have been granted this tax 
amortization ¢ 

Mr. Parry. Hundreds of them, as I understand. 

Senator Weiker. That is not only true in the power business, but is 
true in the textile business, in the pulp business, in the lumber business, 
and you could go clear over the waterfront. 

is that a correct conclusion 4 

Mr. Parry. Correct. 

Senator Wetker. And they are granted this right for this purpose, 
that when private enterprise does spend a large amount of capital to 
build a powerplant or a lumber mill, or whatever may be needed, o1 
some manufacturing industry to make, say, bombs or airplanes, it was 
the thought of Congress that they would have to put out of their 
pockets a tremendous sum of capital outlay / 

Mr. Parry. That is right. 

Senator Weriker. And they were granted the right of easing the 
tax structure under the amortization law! 2 
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Mr. Parry. That is correct, Senator. 
Senator Wreiker. You know that many of the defense establis! 
nents in this country, legally and completely honest, took advantage 


of that thing ¢ 
| 


Mr. Parry. I would be inelined to hazard a WiUeSss that substantial 
v all of them did. 

Senator WeLker. Very well, Mr. Parry: thank you very much. 

Senator Neupercer. | would like to sav that I did not think my 
questioning implied that no other corporations n the United States 

id taken advantage of the tax-amortization privilege. 

I merely asked it because I was not sure how ean y of those corpo 
rations had indulged in public criticism of the fact that allegedly tax 
iree money Was used ol public reclamation and power projects in 
the coi htry. That was merely the reason that I brought this up, be 
cause T was not sure how mas of those corporations had done that. 

Senator Werxker. [ am certain that vou did not have any il will 
whatsoever when you asked that question, but I did think the full 
! atter should hen the eold, black type of the record. 

Senator Neusercer. | think it should, too, and I had no ill will 
toward Federal reclamation projects when he referred to the allegedly 
“tax-free” funds that are used on them. 

\Ir. Parry. | believe I stated that was a characterization in trying 


= 
‘ 


to make clear the comparison, in which we were comparing the proj 
ects, and the yardstick we were using in testing their economic feasi 
bilitv and not intending tas criticism. 

Senator Nevsercer. None of us intended it as criticism. but we 
ist brought all these points up. 

Senator Welker brought up the matter of the transmission distance. 
I was not clear what the point was in that. You say it was 430 
miles from Hells Canyon to the phosphate beds in southeastern 
Idaho. Is that right / 

Mr. Parry. Four hundred thirty transmission miles. That is from 
the single dam. 

Senator Neupercer. Then Senator Welker asked about the upper 
Colorado project. l believe vou said that that was 550 miles. 

Mr. Parry. [ hazarded a guess on that, and [ asked permission to 
check it. because that is out of my territory. I do not live over there. 

Senator Nevpercer. I am confused, and I would like to ask Sen- 
ator Welker, if I could, to explain to me why the upper Colorado 
project was brought into it. 

Senator WeiKker. I might answer that. Senator Neuberger. with- 
out any heat or passion whatsoever. I tried very much to get this 
record clear. There have been some irrelevant and immaterial aues- 
tions answered by people who came nearly 3,000 miles to enlighten 
vou and Members of the Senate on this matter. I am adly aware 
of the fact that some of them felt they were abused on the witness 
stand. 

I know that was not the intention of any Senator here. Nor do I 
desire to embarrass anyone. | merely tried to vet the facts without 
indulging in personalities, without abusing a farmer who does not 
know any more about engineering than I do, or any more about law 
than a bricklayer would know. 

I merely tried to get the facts, and the reason why I brought it in, 
is this: I have been hearing ever since I have been in public life, and 
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i long firme prio! thereto, that those who advocated the high dam were 


ine to develop the olant phosphate beds ot Idaho. and when | 
eard that it was also used as an argument for the upper Colorado 
River Basin projects, 1 thought that was rather interesting and the 
peop Je of Idaho would hke to know that, too, Senator, how many 
power p yants will be used to deve lop thos e beds in Idaho. 

Phat is the reason, the whole reason, why I brought it in, sir. 

Senator Neceercer. | must confess this: you enlehten me, because 
I did not know that the Idaho phosphate beds were used as an argu 
ment for the upper Colorado project, i must confess I did not 
snow that. 

Senator Werniker. And the justification and the report IT must 
contess | ever heard about, Senator, until we came here in this 
hearing. 

Senator Neupercer. This is the thing that puzzles me, though, in 
asmuch as this was brought up at this point: Do you regard it, then, 
as an irrelevancy that a power project 420 miles away should have 
as one of the justifications for its construction the existence of phos 
phate beds that distance off L330 miles 4 

Mir. Parry. Exceedingly, and I will tell you why. One of the ex 
perts that they brought in to tell about the possible consumption of 
electric power over there in connection with the development of that 
phosphate was brought here from Canada, a chap by the name of 
Roscoe Bell. 

Senator NEUBERGER. That was not at this hearing / 

Mr. Parry. No: at the Federal Power Commission hearing. 

He testified as to the number of kilowatts it would take to make a 
ton of this elemental phosphate. Then later on he testified that he 
thought in the next 10 years there would be 175,000 tons of it made. 

Reducing that, which I think olves him the benefit of the doubt 
tion kilowatt per ton, that would be 175.000 kilowatts. 

The Idaho Power Co. and Utah Power Co. are already supplying 
in the neighborhood of 150,000 kilowatts, and I cannot see where. 
taki he his ste rage, on the Op posite side, there ise hough power required 
over there, enough additional, to justify a 430-mile transmission line 

Senator Neupercer. Referring to distance, is it possible to ship 
phospha te to where tl » power is? 

Mr. Parry. No. |] think the thing to ship is this concentrated 
mental phosphorous or phosphorous acid made from it. Even triple 
superphosphate is getting e xpensive to ship long distances. That can 
he made economically. It is now developed princ ipally by the sul 
furic acid process. 

Senator Neusercer. How far is bauxite shipped to sources of 
electric power ¢ 

Mr. Parry. By sea, long distances. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Some is shipped by rail, is it not? 

Mr. Parry. Maybe at the tail end. 

Senator Nevpercer. It is shipped thousands and thousands of 
miles? 

Mr. PARRY. The men who testified on the opposite side, Senator. 
sald you could hot ship the phosphate rock, I would be the last to 
disagree with them on it 

Senator Nevunpercer. You regard 430 miles as too far away for the 
use of it ? 
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Mr. Parry. For the block of power that has been indicated would 
be used over there, I do. 

Senator Nevsercer. How great a factor do you think the rate is in 
the cost of domestic fertilizer made from phosphate / 

Mr. Parry. As I say, the triple superphosphate, as I understand 
the current state of the art, has gotten down to a process of making 
it out of sulphuric acid. 

I understand that they can make this elemental phosphate in great 
quantities in Pocatello and over in the Mount Santo plant east of 
there at rates of around 4 or 5 mills. They are shipping it around 
the United Sates and expanding their furnaces rapidly and demand- 
ing more service. 

Senator NeuBercer. If the power was cheaper would the rock be 
substantially cheaper, the fertilizer ? 

Mr. Parry. The end product perhaps would be. The companies 
would at least have a lower cost. 

Senator Neusercer. That is all I have unless Senator Dworshak 
has a question. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Parry. 

Mr. Parry. Thank you. 

Senator NeuBerGER. I am not the chairman, but I presume accord- 

ing to Senator Anderson, we stand in recess until Senator Anderson 
calls us again. 
Mr. Parry. May I do two things. I would like to thank you and 
| the Senators for your courtesy and kindness, and also, since my 
client has such a tremendous interest in this, to have the record show 
our request that if there are any subsequent hearings we be given 
notice and at least time to get here. 

Senator NEUBERGER. I am sure that Senator Anderson, who is a very 
fair person, as you can see, and who is chairman of the subcommittee, 
will see to that. 

I do not think that there is any doubt in your mind? 

Mr. Parry. No. I wanted to get it in the record so that it is not 
lost. 


7 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT BY R. P. PARRY ON LEGAL ISSUES 





Senator Jackson (at p. 768 of the transcript) asked me to submit a brief or 
legal statement in support of the legal views which I expressed at the hearing 
on 8S. 1333 on May 7. 

Despite all the issues that were discussed at the hearing there is in my judg 
ment only one legal question, and it is this: If the Congress, “in the exercise 0 
its constitutional authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate com- 
merce among the States, and to make all needful rules and regulations respect- 
ing property belonging to the United States,” should authorize the Helis Canyon 
project, and in authorizing the project included language in the bill providing 
that the operation of the project should only be such as does not conflict with 
present and future upstream water rights for irrigation, would such language 
afford permanent protection to either existing or future water rights for irriga- 
tion acquired under State law? More specifically, would the language in sec- 
tion 2 of S. 1333, if enacted, providing 

“The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not 
conflict with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or 
other beneficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid 

under State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tribu- 
taries. 


¢ 
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afford permanent protection to either existing or future upstream water rights 
for irrigation acquired under State law ? 

In my considered judgment, the answer is “No.” While I do not question that 
Congress has the power to legislate to protect both existing and future upstream 
rights to the use of water and while I do not question that it would afford 
protection so long as it remains the law, it is my position that any subsequent 
Congress, in the exercise of its powers under the commerce clause, could repeal 
or modify that provision if it should subsequently develop that upstream water 
rights were needed to make the Hells Canyon project feasible. 

This question was submitted to the Legislative Reference Service of the 
Library of Congress, American Law Division, by Congressman Budge, of Idaho, 

n January 30, 1954. A formal opinion was rendered by Frank B. Horne on 
March 28, 1954, and the conclusion was reached that no language could be placed 

n any bill which would absolutely protect upstream consumptive uses and that 
to afford such protection a constitutional amendment would be required. In 
support of my view, and in an attempt to show that my view was not prejudiced, 
I endeavored to quote from that opinion at the hearing. I now quote the ques 
tions presented and the conclusions reached. 

sy letter of January 30, 1954 you have transmitted a copy of an address by 
\ir. Fred M. Taylor dated September 10, 1947 and supplemental material entitled 
Analysis of the Hells Canyon bills’ (S. 1664, H. R. 4648, 4649, and 4650, 83d 
Cong.). You have invited attention to pages 532-548, 744-755 (particularly pp. 
751-752), and 776-784 (particularly pp. T80-784) of the hearings (82d Cong.) on 
the Hells Canyon propect. You then ask three questions, and indicate a fourth, 
which we will state and attempt to answer or give comment. 

“In attempting to formulate answers and in commenting, we have sought to 
onfine our statements to the constitutional and legal aspects of the problem, 
We intend to avoid, if possible, statements which will involve us in the contro 
versy concerning the relative merits of the proposal, or the policies which gov- 
ern their consideration. Thus limiting this memorandum, we state your prob- 
lems and reply preliminarily and generally as follows: 

‘(1) If a dam is constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of 
\rmy Engineers wherein there is on claimed reclamation of arid kand and the 
project is built solely for purposes of flood control, navigation and hydroelectric 
power, would the language contained in H. R. 5748 or in the subsequent H. R. 
i648 of the S3d Congress protect either or both present or future diversions of the 
waters of the river upstream from the dam as authorized under State law? 

“We are not certain of the meaning you attach to the word ‘protect’ in your 
question. Ostensibly the language commencing at line 17 on page 6 of H. R. 
2948 would recognize or accept as controlling presently applicable State and 
Federal law. This is the extent of Federal protection now afforded in other 
similar cases. If, however, you mean a preclusion of all possibility of future 
Federal legislation based on the exercise of constitutional powers, as presently 
construed by the Supreme Court, then the answer must be in the negative. 
This will be brought out later in the general statement. 

‘(2) The same question when the legislation claims reclamation benefits 
and states reclamation as a purpose of the legislation, but when there are in 
fact no reclamation benefits which could result from the legislation.’ 

“We seriously doubt if a successful attack on the proposed legislation can be 
based on the absence of reclamation benefits. The bills recite the purposes as 
‘controlling and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for 
beneficial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy for 
the national defense and other purposes, irrigation of lands, navigation, and 
flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, including 
providing assistance to Federal reclamation projects * * *’ (See H. R. 4648, 4649, 
1650, S8d Cong.). Our doubt is based on the summary rejection of the claim of 
Arizona, in its suit against California, that the recital in the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057) that one of the purposes was 
‘improvement of navigation’ was a ‘mere subterfuge and false pretense.’ Said 
the Court: 

“Into the motives which induced members of Congress to enact the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act, this Court may not enquire. McCray v. United States 
(195 U. S. 27, 58-59) ; Weber v. Freed (239 U. S. 325, 329-30) ; Wilson v. New 
(248 U. S. 8382. 358-59) : United States v. Doremus (249 U.S. 86, 98-94) : Dakota 
Central Tel. Co. vy. South Dakota (250 U. 8S. 163, 187): Hamilton v. Kentucky 
Distilleries Co. (251 U. S. 146, 161) : Smith v. Kansas City Title and Trust Co. 
(255 U. S. 180, 210). The act declares that the authority to construct the dam 
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and reservoir is conferred, among other things, for the purpose of “improving 
navigation and regulating the flow of the river.” As the river is navigable 
and the means which the act provides are not unrelated to the control of navi 
gation, United States v. River Rouge Improvement Co. (269 U. 8. 411, 419), the 
erection and maintenance of such dam and reservoir are clearly within the 
powers conferred upon Congress. Whether the particular structures proposed 
are reasonably necessary, is not for this Court to determine. Compare Fong 
Yue Ting v. Lnited States (149 U. S. GOS, 712-14): Oceanic Steam Nawmagating 
Co. v. Stranahan (214 ~S. B20. 340): United States v. Chandler-Dunbar Wate 
Power Co. (229 1 S. 53. 65. 75 3): Everard’s Breweries v. Day (265 U. S. 545, 
559). And the fact that purposes other than navigation will also be served could 
not invalidate the exer 

poses would not alone have justified an exercise of congressional power. Com 
pare Veazie Bank vy. Fenno (8 Wall. 533, 548) Kaukauna Water Power Co, v 
Green Bay and Mississippi Canal Co, (142 1 S. 204. PTD): In re Kollock (165 


ise of the nuthority conferred, even if those othe put 


[ S. 526, 536): Weber v. Freed, supra; United States v. Doremus, supra 


is urged that the Court is not bound by the recital of purposes in the 
th: 


act; that we should determine the purpose from its probable effect: and 
the effect of the project will be to take out of the river, now nonnavigable 
through lack of water, the last half of its remaining average flow But the 
act specifies that the dam shall be used: “First, for river regulation, improve 
ment of navigation and flood control; second, for irrigation and domestic 
uses and satisfaction of present perfected rights * * : and third, for power - 
It is true that the authority conferred is stated to be “subject to the Colorado 
River compact,” and that instrument makes the improvement of navigation 
subservient to all other purposes. But the specific statement of primary purpose 
in the act governs the general references to the compact. This Court may 
not assume that Congress had no purpose to aid navigation, and that its real 
intention was that the stored water shall be so used as to defeat the declared 
primary purpose Moreover, unless and until the stored water, which will 
consist largely of flood waters now wasted, is consumed in new irrigation 
projects or in domestic use, substantially all of it wil be available for the 
improvement of navigation. The possible abuse of the power to regulate navi 
gation is not an argument against its existence. Lottery Case (188 U. 8S. 321, 
263): Flint v. Stone Tracy Co. (220 U. S. 107. 168-69): Wilson v. New (248 
U. S. 332, 354): Hamilton v. Kentucky Distilleries, supra: Alaska Fish Salting 
and By-Products Co. vy. Smith (255 U.S. 44, 48). 

**Since the grant of authority to build the dam and reservoir is valid as an 
exercise of the constitutional power to improve navigation, we have no occasion 
to decide whether the authority to construct the dam and reservoir might not 
also have been constitutionally conferred for the specified purpose of irrigating 
public lands of the United States. Compare United States v. Rio Grande Dam 
and Irrigation Co. (174 U. S. 690, 703): United States vy. Alford (274 U.S. 264). 
Or for the specified purpose of regulating the flow and preventing the floods in 
this interstate river. Or as a means of conserving and apportioning its waters 


il 


among the States equitably entitled thereto. Or for purpose of performing 
international obligations Compare Missouri vy. Holland (252 U.S. 416). 
‘See Arizona y. California (1931, 283 U. S, 423, 455-458 ).’ 

“The determination of the necessity for a given improvement of navigable 
capacity, and the character and extent of that improvement, is for Congress to 
decide. U.S. v. Chicago, Milwwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Co. (1941, 
312 U.S. 592). Congress has the power of legislation and, therefore, the power 
of passing judgment upon the needs of a complex society. Polish National 
Alliance v. N. L. R. B. (1944, 322 U. S. 648) 


‘(3) In both of the above I am particularly interested as to whether or 
not the building of a project under (1) or (2) above places the operation of the 
river under the commerce and navigation clauses of the Constitution of the 
United States so that the restrictive language as to upstream diversion and use 
might be unconstitutional under the commerce and navigation clauses, as is 
upparently the conclusion of the enclosures.’ 

“We do not believe the restrictive language in question necessarily would be 
held to be unconstitutional It is true that since Gibbons v. Ogden (1824, 9 
Wheat. 1) Federal regulation of navigation, based on the commerce clause of 
the Constitution (art. I, sec. 8, cl. 3), has prevailed over State regulation. How- 
ever, the commerce power is not necessarily self-executing, but must be exercised 
in many cases by an act of Congress. It is well established that States cannot 
unduly burden commerce in the absence of Federal regulation, the supposition 
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being that nonregulation indicates a will on the part of Congress that the subject 


shall be free froin restriction. See Robbins v. Shelby County Taxing Dist 
(1887, 120 | S. 480, 493): U.S. vo. Rio Grande Dam and Trrigation Co. (18S 
174 U. S. 690), ete We do not believe an exposition of that principle is essential 


to this memorandum 
“We do not read Mr. Taylor's address as arguing that the restrictions are 
unconstitutional Rather, he is recognizing constitutional principles, but 


arguing against further extension of Federal ‘integrated water control’ based 





on those principles He obviously is discussing policy and is taking a dim view 
of its extension as based on those principles se that as it may, we respect 
fully suggest that the principles can be tolerated if the policy applied 
right policy. 

“The principles troubling Mr. Taylor are largely those enunciated in the 
following key decisions of the United States Supreme Court: U.S. v. Appalachian 
Power Co. (1940, 311 | S. 377): Oklahoma v. Guy I tthinson Co. etal 1941, 
313 U. 8. 508): and First Iowa Hydro-electric Cooperative vy. Federal Power 
Commission (1946, 328 U.S, 152). 
in the general statement 

‘(4) If the language in H. R. 5748 or H. R. 4648 does not protect both present 
and future upstream diversion and use when a conflict arises between such 
upstream diversion and use and the operation of the Federal dam, is there other 
anguage which could be placed in the authorizing legislation which would protect 
both present and future upstream diversion and use’ 

“We are unable to state that the language of these bills would not protect 
both present and future diversions. It would protect such diversions to the 
extent that other areas are now similarly protected by similar provisions. Such 
protection, as we have heretofore indicated, is not absolute, and cannot be 
absolute, because of the constitutional powers of Congress that are involved 
in view of past decisions of the Supreme Court, a constitutional amendment 
would be required to divest Congress of its power : 


is the 


A discussion of these cases will appear later 


and vest complete control of 
these water resources of navigable rivers in the States. Under the circum 
stances we see no alternative to existing arrangements or improved variations 
of those arrangements. Control, if there is to be further development and use 
of the water resources, must come in many instances through one of three 
methods: (1) Federal legislation, (2) compact, or (3) adjudication by the 
Supreme Court. Federal legislation recognizing State laws, to the extent prac 
ticable, and authorizing compacts may be the better solution. Adjudication, 
by a series of Supreme Court decisions, would in effect ultimately place that 
court in the undesirable position of administering the water rights of the area 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


“Article XV of the constitution of Idaho declares that the use of water appro 
priated for sale, rental, or distribution is a public use and subject to the regu 
lation and control of State. The right to divert unappropriated waters of 
natural streams to beneficial use may not be denied except to the extent that the 
State may regulate and limit their use for power purposes. Priority gives the 
better right except that where waters of a stream are insufficient for all uses, 
preferences are given to domestic, agricultural and manufacturing purposes, in 
that order. 

“The statutory law of Idaho declares all waters in natural channels, includ 
ing springs and lakes, to be the property of the State, subject to diversion for 
appropriation and allotment for beneficial purposes. A right of use, however, 
shall not be considered a property right in itself, but shall be appurtenant to 
the land (Idaho code, 1947, secs. 42-101 to 42-104). This is consonant to a 
certain extent with existing acts of Congress such as section 8 of the Reclama 
tion Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 390; U. S.C. 48:3838) relating to conform 
ity with State laws: section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 891): 
and subsection 3 (e) of the Submerged Lands Act of 1953 (Publie Law 31, 83d 
Cong.). However, any claim of State ownership of water must be reconciled 
with Federal constitutional power. 

“To be considered, therefore, in connection with the foregoing constitutional 
and statutory provisions of the State of Idaho is the supremacy clause of the 
Constitution of the United States found in clause 2 of article VI. That clanse 
states that the Constitution of the United States and the laws of the United 
States which shall be made in pursuance thereof shall be the supreme law of 
the land, and the judges in every State shall be bound thereby, anything in the 
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Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding. The United 
States Supreme Court has used this clause on numerous occasions to strike 
down provisions of the state constitutions and state laws. For example, see 
Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Railway Company vy. Latta (1912, 
226 U. S. 519), avoiding the application of a provision of the Nebraska con- 
stitution: Jnternational Harvester Company of America vy. Kentucky (1914, 
234 U.S. 216), voiding the application of a provision in the Kentucky constitution 
of 1891; Guinn v. U.S. (1915, 238 U. 8. 347), voiding a provision of the Okla- 
homa constitution; and Hawke vy. Smith (1920, 253 U. S. 221 and 231), voiding 
certain applications of a provision of the Ohio constitution. This supremacy 
has been recognized and applied by state courts. See for example Harbert vy. 
Harrison County Court (West Virginia, 1946, 39 S. E. 2d 177, 184) and Gray v. 
Woss (Florida 1934, 156 Southern 262). Thus it is too well settled for argument 
that if Congress enacts a law or amends a law in the exercise of a constitutional 
grant of power, state constitutional and statutory provisions in conflict with 
that law or its amendment cannot prevail. 

“This brings us to the main question underlying this whole problem, which, 
as we see it, can be stated bluntly as follows: In the event, after the authoriza- 
tion and construction of the Hells Canyon division, there is insufficient doicn- 
stream flow for its operation, could the Congress in the exercise of constitutional 


powers, require release of waters from above and thus curtail beneficial use. 


under applicable State and other laws, in those upper areas? See hearings 
on H. R. 57438 (82d Cong.) p. 782. Based on applicable court decisions, the 
answer is inthe affirmative.” (Italics supplied.) 

There follows in support of this conclusion an analysis, comprising some 22 
pages, of every leading Supreme Court case on the subject, including the seven 
Supreme Court cases which I cited at page 761 of the transcript. These cases are: 

United States v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Company (174 U. S. 690); 
Oklahoma v. Guy F. Atchison Company (3813 U. S. 508): United States v. 
ippalachian Power Company (311 U. 8. 377); First Iowa Hydroelectric Power 
Cooperative v. Federal Power Commission (328 U.S. 152): Federal Power Com- 
mission V. Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (202 F. 2d 190, 347 U.S. 239); 
United States vy. Gerlach Livestock Company (339 U. S. 725): United Ntates v. 
Chandler-Dunbar Company (229 U.S. 58). 

I shall not quote this entire opinion. It has been made a part of this record 
by Senator Welker at the hearing in Boise on April 4, 1955. 

In response to Senator Jackson’s request at page 759 and 761 that I cite, and 
quote from, one Supreme Court decision holding that where Congress gives to 
a State the right of the people in that State to acquire water rights under State 
law, that the Congress later could take away that right, I refer the Senator 
specifically to the case first cited above—l nited States v. Rio Grande Dam and 
Irrigation Company (174 U. S. 690) In this case the Court decided that the 
Federal Government could enjoin the appropriation of storage waters of a stream 
for irrigation purposes which would interfere with or diminish the navigability 
of the lower reaches of the river. In this case the irrigation company complied 
with all the laws of the Territory of New Mexico in regard to the construction 
of reservoirs and dams and diversion of water and began constructing a dam 
to divert water from the Rio Grande for irrigation purposes. The United States 
brought suit to enjoin the construction of the dam and the diversion and use of 
the water on the ground that it would obstruct the navigable capacity of the 
stream. It was admitted that the Rio Grande was not navigable at the point 
in question nor even at any place within the entire Territory of New Mexico. 
The Government argued that the diversion and use of water for irrigation pur- 
poses would diminish the flow and therefore affect navigability along the Texas 
border area several hundred miles downstream. 

The Supreme Court of the Territory of New Mexico upheld the rights of the 
irrigators (51 Pac. 674). The Supreme Court of the United States reversed the 
decree and instructed the lower court “to make inquiry as to whether the con- 
struction of the dam and appropriating of said waters would diminish the 
navigability of the Rio Grande and if so, to enter a decree restraining such act.” 

‘his case really started the trend to extend the meaning of the commerce 
clause as reflected in the late Supreme Court cases cited above. 
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This case specifically supports the view that a protective provision, such as 
section 2 of S. 1333, offers no permanent protection and is subject to the whim 
of any subsequent Congress. The irrigators in New Mexico had cited three acts 
of Congress passed in 1866, 1871 and 1877, which provided, among other things, 
that whenever rights to the use of water for agricultural, mining and other 
purposes had vested and accrued, “the possessors and owners of such vested 
rights shall be maintained and protected in the same.” (45 U. 8. C. A. 661.) 

In regard to these acts, the Supreme Court of the United States said: 

“To infer therefrom that Congress intended to release its control over the nav- 
igable streams of the country and to grant-in-aid of mining industries and the 
reclamation of arid lands the right to appropriate the waters on the sources of 
navigable streams to such an extent as to destroy their navigability, is to carry 
those statutes beyond what their fair import permits. * * * To hold that Con- 
gress, by these acts, meant to confer upon any State the right to appropriate all 
the waters of the tributary streams which unite into a navigable watercourse, and 
so destroy the navigability of that watercourse in derogation of the interests of 
all the people of the United States, is a construction which cannot be tolerated.” 
By this decision the Supreme Court made it clear that the mere inclusion of 
such a protective provision is a recognition by Congress of its power to control 
the waters and that it may either grant or deny the protection. Inasmuch as 
Congress does have the power, such clauses may be altered or repealed at the 
will of Congress. 

To avoid any inference that I am putting my own interpretation on the cases 
that I have cited above, I now quote from an address by the Honorable Fred M. 
laylor of Boise, Idaho, before the Idaho State Reclamation Association on May 7, 
1954, in which he discusses and analyzes the foregoing cases. Mr. Taylor was 
recently appointed by the President as a judge of the United States District 
Court for the District of Idaho. 

“It is my opinion that full legal basis for exclusive Federal control over water 
rights and watercourses is an established fact under existing decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States. It only remains for Congress to act in order 
to end the control of the States. There cannot be a practical dual control over 
western streams and tributaries, so there must be either Federal control on 
the one hand or a continuation of State and local supervision and control on the 
other. 

“The ownership and validity of water rights is dependent upon the com 
merce Clause of the Federal Constitution and the power of the Federal Govern- 
ment thereunder is established by Court decree. The Supreme Court of the 
United States in the case of U. 8S. v. Appalachian Electric Power Company (311 
U. S. 877, 405, 426). in 1940 stated: 

“*The States possess control of the waters within their borders ‘“‘subject to the 
acknowledged jurisdiction of the United States under the Constitution in regard 
to commerce and the navigation of the waters of rivers.” * * * The point is 
that navigable waters are subject to national planning and control in the broad 
regulation of commerce granted the Federal Government.’ 

“The commerce Clause in the Constitution is set forth in article I, section 8, that 
Congress shall have power ‘to regulate commerce with foreign nations and among 
the several States, and with the Indian tribes.’ 

“The meaning of this clause has been extended by the Court to include flood 
protection, watershed development, recovery of the cost of improvements through 
the utilization of power, and that flood control extends to nonnavigable tribu 
taries of navigable streams. We have gone a long way from the plein language 
and ordinary meaning of this clause in the protecting, supervis:ig, and controlling 
of navigation. 

“In order to illustrate the extent to which Federal control of water may be 
asserted and State control ended it becomes necessary to review and quote 
from a few very far-reaching decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States and particularly those during the past several years.” 

After referring to U. 8S. v. Rio Grande Dam and Irrigation Company, supra, 
Judge Taylor continues: 

“A more recent case, U. S. v. Appalachian Electrie Power Co. (311 U. 8. 377). 
in the year 1940, involved the question of jurisdiction and authority of the 
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rovernme! I the Federal Power Commission to assert contro! 

require a Federal se for a dam in the New River in the State of 

Phe compan ing the dam Was ‘a riparian owner with a valid 
icense 1 > tl itural resources of the State for its enterprise.’ 

( f of !ngineers of the United States Army, in reporting to the Federa 

(‘omimission, concinded that the New River was not navigable and that 

oposed development net affect navigution on the Kanawha, of 

, il in} The trial court and circuit court of 

as not navigable and that the United States 

iof the dam. On appeal to the Supreme Court of 

‘ss of 41 States (including the attorneys general 

vada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming) 

a. appeared o1 ed briefs against the further 


‘nt in the field of water rights and rive! 


States conceded thi: ngress could prohibit the erection of dams and 
n navigable waters, b isserted that such authority did not inelude 
ver t xact conditions unrelated to navigation in order to erect such 


ures The States argued that this would enable the Federal Government 


over natural resoures such as waterpower, mines, oil, or farmlands, 

sideration of the privilege of doing interstate business. Thus the States 

ntrol of their resources and the property would be withdrawn 
The Supreme Court, however, reversed the trial court and the 
court of appeals and held that the New River is ‘a navigable water of 
nited States. and directed the lower court to enter an order enjoining 
construction of the dam, except under a iicense from the Federal Power 
mission () iotations from the decision are as follows 
The respondent is a riparian owner with a valid State license to use the 
natural resources of the State for its enterprist Consequently it has as com 
plete a right to use of the riparian lands, the water, and the riverbed as 
an be obtained under State law. The State and respondent, alike, however, 
hold the waters and the lands under them subject to the power of Congress to 
ntrol the waters for the purpose of Commerce The Federal Government 
has domination over the waterpower inherent in the flowing stream. It is liable 
t ne for its use or nonuse. The flow of a navigable stream is in no sense 
property ; that the running water in a great navigable stream is capable 
| ate ownership is inconceivable. Exclusion of riparian owners from its 
enefits without compensation is entirely within the Government's discretion.’ 

‘In this case the Court further held that Federal power over navigable waters 
is not limited to control for purposes of navigation only, but extends to any 
matter, such as flood control, watershed development, water power, etc., which 
may be considered a regulation of commerce; and that the Federal Government 

id attach to a license such conditions as it saw fit, even though this matter 

int the ultimate acquisition by the United States of the project in question. 

In the New River decision the Supreme Court also held that a stream would 
come under Federal jurisdiction even though it was not navigable in its natural 
state and in spite of falls, rapids, and other obstructions, provided that it could or 
might be made subject to navigation (if only for the floating of logs or small 
boats) by means of locks, artificial channels, or other reasonable improvements. 

“In this regard the Court stated is follows: 

“*To appraise the evidence of navigability on the natural condition only of the 
waterway is erroneous. Its availability for navigation must also be considered. 

A waterway, otherwise suitable for navigation, is not barred from that 
classification merely because artificial aids must make the highway suitable for 
use before commercial navigation may be undertaken * * The power of 
Congress over commerce is not to be hampered because of the necessity for traffic. 

* There has never been doubt that the navigability referred to in the cases 
was navigability despite the obstruction of falls, rapids, sand bars, carries, or 
shifting currents.’ 

“This decision was by a divided Court, but nevertheless is the law of the land. 
Two dissenting Justices pointed ont the implications and effect of the rule 
established by majority of the Court, as follows: 

If this test be adopted, then every creek in every State of the Union which 
has enough water, when conserved by dams and locks or channelled by wing dams 
and sluices, to float a boat drawing 2 feet of water, may be pronounced navigable 
because, by the expenditure of some enormous sum, such project would be possible 
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execution In other words, Congress can crente navigability by determining 


» improve a honnavigable stream.’ 

As pointed out by the dissenting opinion in the New River case, it is hard to 
onceive of any stream which could not be made navigable and thus come under 
the power of Congress to regulate Any doubt in this respect will be dispelled by 
review of the case of Oklahoma v. Atkinson (318 U.S. 508). in which the Court 

irther extended the power of the Federal Government over local waters to 
nclude nonnavigable streams, tributaries, watersheds, and entire river basins 
In this case the State of Oklahoma sought to prevent the construction by the 
Federal Government of a flood-control daim and reservoir which would flood 
100,000 acres of land in a high state of cultivation inhabited by 8,000 citizens in 


he State Incinded were 50,000 acres underlaid with oil and gas and 15.000 
res of highly productive oil lands with large producing wells. The State owned 
OO aeres occupied by schools, a prison farm, highways, rights-of-way, and 

bridges Phe loss in taxation to local taxing districts was estimated at $40,000 


innually and the annual wealth lost to the citizens of Oklahoma from production 
on the lands in the reservoir basin at about $1,500,000, 
Phe State of Oklahoma pointed out that the waters (of the Red River) to be 
mpounded in the reservoir belonged to the State, but would be taken from it 
Without compensation and diverted from the State and into Texas for the purpose 
f power production. It was admitted that no part of the Red River in Oklahoma 
s navigable 
The State of Oklahoma, in an attempt to protect itself and its citizens, asked 
the Supreme Court for permission to file a complaint for an injunction against 
the Government from proceeding with the project. The Supreme Court denied 
the request (509 U. S. 623) 
“The State, however, then brought suit against the contractor and the Gov 
erhinent attorneys who had begun numerous condemnation suits for the pur 
es of the proposed reservoir, pointing out that the project would not in any 
ay protect or improve the navigable portions of the lower reaches of the Red 
River or of the Mississippi, except in the intangible, indirect, inconsequential 
nd unsubstantial way set forth in the Government's project report. The State 
irther claimed that due to a change in plans the statutory scheme had been 
changed from one preponderantly for flood control to one preponderantly for 
uterpower 
Che Supreme Court decided against the State on both contentious and stated: 
We would, however, be less than frank if we failed to recognize this project 
isa part of a comprehensive flood control program for the Mississipi itself 


It is, of Course, true that the extent to which this project will alleviate 


food conditions in the lower Mississippi is somewhat conjectural. * * * Such 
matters raise not constitutional issues but questions of policy. * * * They are 
‘refore questions for the Congress not the courts. * - 


“By this decision it is apparent that any act of the Federal Government may 
he justified and upheld as coming within the scope of its power to regulate 
commerce regardless of the actual motive, purpose or effect: that the power 
of Congress acting within the scope of the commerce clause of the Constitution 

absolute and the Courts will not interfere 

‘TC nder the theory that flood control is a part of the power to regulate com 
merce, as in the New River case, this decision extends Federal control over non 
navigable streams and waters throughout entire river basins In regard to 
Federal control of nonnavigable streams, tributaries, watersheds, and entire 


river basins, the Court stated as follows: 





it is clear that Congress may exercise its control over the nonnavi 
gable stretches of a river in order to preserve or promote commerce on the navy 
igable portions. * * * And we now add that the power of flood control extends 
to the tributaries of navigable streams * * There is no constitutional reason 
why Congress cannot under the commerce power treat the watersheds as a key 
to flood control on navigable streams and their tributaries. Nor is there a 
constitutional necessity for viewing each reservoir project in isolation from a 
comprehensive plan covering the entire basin of a particnlar river. * * * 
“In regard to the interests in sovereignty of a State, the Court stated as 
follows: 
nae Since the construction of this dam and reservoir is a valid exercise 
by Congress of its commerce power, there is no interference with the sovereignty 
of the State. * * * The fact that land is owned by a State is no barrier to its 
condemnation by the United States. * * * The possible adverse effect on the 
tax revenues of Oklahoma as a result of the exercise by the Federal Govern 
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ment of its power of eminent domain is no barrier to the exercise of that power, 

Whenever the constitutional powers of the Federal Government and those of the 
State come into conflict, the latter must yield.” * And the suggestion that 
this project interferes with the State’s own program for water development 
und conservation is likewise of no avail. That program must bow before the 
superior power of Congress oO 

“Another significant case is First Jowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative y. Federal 
Power Cominission (328 U. 8.152). In this case the State of Lowa, as intervenor, 
was the real party in interest against both the Federal Power Commission and 
the cooperative. It points up the legal basis upon which the Federal Govern- 
ment, or any agency or authority thereof, can ignore or invalidate any State 
aw relating to the obtainment, priorities, administration or control of water 
rights. The code of lowa, chapter 563, provides that no dam shall be constructed 
in, nor any water taken from specified streams for stated purposes, without a 
permit from the State executive council. Other provisions were set fortii in 
the act for the administration and control by the State of its water resources 

“The First Iowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative had been denied a permit to con 
struct a dam in the Cedar River, a tributary of the lowa River, which in turn 
is a tributary of the Mississippi. No permit or authorization had been obtained 
from the State for the project in question. The cooperative’s proposed project 
had the approval of the Federal Power Commission and involved the diversion 
of practically the entire flow of the Cedar River above the point where it joins 
the Iowa River. The water was not to be returned to either the Cedar River 
or Iowa River, but transported across the State and emptied directly into the 
Mississippi. The State of Iowa opposed the granting of the Federal license 
for the project on the ground that the diversion of water from one streial 
another under such circumstances was in violation of its own policy of waiter 
control as expressed by State law. The cooperative and the Commission were 
confronted with the requirement in section 9 (b) of the Federal Power Act 
that ‘each applicant for a license hereunder shall submit to the commissio1 
satisfactory evidence that the applicant has complied with the requirements 
of the laws of the State or States within which the proposed project is to be 
located with respect to bed and banks and to the appropriation, diversion, and 
use of water for power purposes,’ obviously inserted in the act as a sufeguard 
to States rights and State control of water resources. 

“In construing said paragraph in the Federal Power Act, the United States 
Supreme Court held that, ‘It does not itself require compliance with any State 
laws’, but only such showing as shall be satisfactory to the commission: that if 
the State law was not effective in view of the Federal Government's assertion 
of jurisdiction—and it was held not to be effective in this case, then no State 
perinit or consent of the State would be required. In this respect the Supreme 
Court said: 

‘To require the petitioner to secure the actual grant to it of a State permit 
under section 7767 (i. e., the State statute) a. a condition precedent to securing 
a Federal license for the same project under she Federal Power Act would vest 
in the executive council of lowa a veto power over the Federal project. Such 
a veto power easily could destroy the effectiveness of the Federal act. It would 
subordinate to the control of the State the comprehensive planning which the 
act provides sholl depend upon the judgment of the Federal Power Commission 
or other representatives of the Federal Government. 

Where the Federal Government supersedes the State government there 
is no suggestion that the two agencies both shall have final authority ‘ 

‘The securing of an Iowa State permit is not in any sense a condition precedent 
or an administrative procedure that must be exhausted before securing a Federal 
license. It is a procedure required by the State of Iowa in dealing with its 
local streams and also with the waters of the United States within that State 
in the absence of an assumption of jurisdiction by the United States over the 
navigability of its waters. Now that the Federal Government has taken juris- 
diction of such waters under the Federal Power Act, it has not by statute or 
regulation added the State requirements to its Federal requirements. 

‘* * * the State of Lowa not only is opposed to the granting of a State permit 
but is opposed also to the granting of a Federal license for the project. This 
opposition is based at least in part on the ground that the State statute, as 
interpreted by the State officials, expresses a policy opposed to the diversion of 
water from one stream to another in Iowa under such circumstances as the 
present. 
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[t is the Federal Power Commission rather than the Iowa Executive Council 
that under our constitutional Government must pass upon these issues on behalf 
of the people of Lowa as well as on behalf of all others.’ 

‘On October 5, 1953, the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
in the case of State of Washington, Department of Game, et al., vs. Federal 
Poirer Commission (207 F. 2d 391) rendered a decision as a result of the city 
of Tacoma in the State of Washington making an application to the Federal 
Power Commission to construct, operate and maintain two dams (one desig 
nated as the Mossyrock and the other as Mayfield), with appurtenant power 
facilities on a State of Washington River, known as the Cowlitz. The Cowlitz 
River flows southerly into the Columbia River seaward of Portland, Oreg. The 
Federal Power Commission took jurisdiction of the application and in an order 
issued March 8, 1949, found that the construction and operation of the project 
would affect lands of the United States; that the Cowlitz River was navigable 
helow the site of the proposed dams and that their construction would affect 
the interests of interstate and foreign commerce. Accordingly, it concluded 
that Tacoma could not legally build the dams without a Federal Power Com 
mission license. After a public hearing, the Commission filed an opinion and 
order the license. Those opposing the application challenged the an 
thority of the Commission to issue a license and sought review of the same in 
the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. The court in deciding 
the case held us follows: 

‘The Commission in our case acted within the scope of its discretion in not 
requiring Tacoma to show compliance with the laws of the State of Washington 
regulating the construction of dams in Washington, because compliance with 
those laws would have prevented the development of the Cowlitz project; and 
in the opinion of the Commission the Cowlitz project was “best adapted to 
a comprehensive plan” for the development of a concededly navigable stream 
The Federal Government’s constitutional authority to regulate commerce and 
navigation ineludes the “power to control the erection of structures in navigable 
waters” * * *, 

‘Consistent with the First Iowa case, supra, we conclude that the State laws 
cannot prevent the Federal Power Commission from issuing a license or bar 
the licensee from acting under the license to build a dam on a navigable stream 
since the stream is under the dominion of the United States.’ 

“A more recent decision of the Supreme Court of the United States, in the 
ease of Federal Power Commission, Petitioner, v. Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.. 
decided March 15, 1954, upholding the decision of the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, follows the above mentioned and 
earlier decisions and re-emphasizes where the ultimate control lies with respect 
to the waters of a navigable stream. 

“The case arose from a decision by the Federal Power Commission in 1950 
directing that rental payments made by Niagara Mohawk to the State of New 
York for water use rights should be excluded from the company’s ‘amortization 
reserve account’ in determining the company’s legitimate investment under the 
Federal Power Act. The main point at issue was whether the company’s prop 
erty right so acquired and established under State law had been destroyed by 
the paramount authority of the Federal Government in the enactment of the 
original Federal Water Power Act of 1920, which subsequently became part 
if the Federal Power Act. The Federal Power Commission took the position 
that it did, and that after that date the right of the Niagara Falls Power Co 
(predecessor to the Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.) to use Niagara waters for 
power purposes could only be derived from a Federal license (granted in 1921) 
and from no other source. This could make the rentals paid by the Power 
Company to the State of New York invalid as part of the company’s legitimate 
investment. The court in effect held: 

‘‘* * * that State property rights themselves acquired prior to the Federal 
Water Power Act of 1920 did not “evaporate” under the Federal statute, but 
remained valid and compensatory.’ 

“T deem it important to call your attention to certain language used by the 
circuit court in arriving at its decision, as follows: 

“ ‘We conclude that the water rights in question have been limited and regulated 
by the State, but still exist to the extent claimed, which is well within the limi 
tation imposed. Since the petitioner’s usufructuary right was and is also 
subject to the superior right of the National Government, in order to see whether 
the property right still exists, it is necessary to ascertain whether Congress 
has exercised its paramount authority and. if so, to what extent.’ 
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The Federal Power Comuinission argued that the Federal Water Power Act 
which became law on June 10, 1920, destroyed the water rights of the Niagara 
Falls Power Co., and in support thereof relied upon the case of United States y. 


Chandler-Dunbar Company (220 [ 3. oo, vio) In discussing the Chuandle) 
Dunbar Company case, the circuit court stated : 

‘The court said Congress had determined in the 1909 statute that the whole 
flow of the stream should be devoted exclusively to the purposes of navigation 
So unfettered is the control of Congress over navigable streams, said the court, 
that its determination of the necessity of utilizing the entire flow for navigation 
is conclusive. There is no room, it was said, for a judicial review of the judg 
ment of Congress that the flow of a river is not in excess of any possible need of 
haviration, 

“*While the Chandler-Dunbar riparian water rights acquired under the law 
of Michigan were valuable property rights, they were ab initio subordinate and 
inferior to the paramount power of the United States to take all the river's 
flow for the purposes of commerce. When Congress exercised that power, it 
extinguished the Chandler-Dunbar rights, because after that taking there re 
mained no portion of the flow with respect to which those previously existing 
rights could be effective. So the court held the riparian owner had to yield 
Without compenastion its rights which had always been inferior.’ 

“The Circuit Court for the District of Columbia continued by stating as 
follows 

‘Since the Chandler-Dunbar ruling was that the statute of 1909 se’zed all 
the flow of the St. Marys and that the inferior rights thereby extinguished were 
not compensable, the case is not authority for the Federal Power Commission’s 
position. It simply demonstrates the obvious proposition that, when the Goy 
ernment takes control of all the waters of a navigable stream, there is no room 
thereafter for previously existing private usufructuary rights. But it is equally 
true that the water rights of riparian owners, valid under State law, constitute 
a substantial property right which may be enjoyed until taken away in the 
appropriate exercise of the paramount authority.’ 

“And, finally, the circuit court stated, in referring to the Federal Wate: 
Power Act, as follows: 

“The licensing provisions of the act also show, we think, that the measure 
was not an exercise of the undoubted right of Congress to destroy water rights 
valid under State law 

“The act is purely a regulatory measure. A Federal license is not an original! 
grant of authority, but a permission to use a State’s grant of authority. To be 
sure, a license is a prerequisite in that water rights under State law on a 
navigable stream may not be exercised without one, as the Supreme Court held 
in the New River case. And when State law or regulations confict with the act, 
or with any lawful Federal regulatory act or with lawful terms of a Federal 
license, State authority must yield to Federal, as the Supreme Court held 
in the first lowa case,’ 

“The decision of the circuit court was affirmed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States on March 15, 1954, and in its decision the Supreme Court stated: 

“*We conclude, as did the court of appeals, that, even though respondent's 
water rights are of a kind that is within the scope of the Government's dominant 
servitude, the Government has not exercised its power to abolish them.’ 

“In referring to the Chandler-Dunbar Water Power Co. case, the court said: 

In that case the Government took the entire flow of the stream, exclusively 
for purposes of interstste commerce. The court accordingly recognized the 
Government's absolute right, within the bed of the stream, to use all of the waters 
flowing in the stream, for purposes of interstate commerce, without compensating 
anyone for the use of those waters.’ 

“In arriving at its decision, the Supreme Court further stated: 

“*Respondent’s private property rights are rooted in State law, subject to 
the paramount rights of the State and Nation. In the instant case, both the 
State and Nation have made limited assertions of their superior rights. New 
York has done so through its rental charges and the Nation through its license. 
Neither, however, has laid claim to such an exclusive right to the waters 
eliminates the limited use which respondent here seeks to make of them.’ 

“The language of the court is plain and leaves no doubt as to where the 
ultimate control lies, which is in the Federal Government. These cases make 
it clear that State control of water rights in navigable streams is ineffective 
whenever the Government d: to assert jurisdiction. 
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It Vie VW of These (er ISLOTIS, We should keep ih hil ! the lit I ol al |!) ovVvir I 
ch as has been included in various proposed bills introduced in Congress to 
ie effect that no dam, diverting works or other structure off -cting navigation 


or the use of waters, or lands or property of the United States, shall be con 
structed or Inaintained in any stream or water course ln a certain region, except 
vith permission or in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Fede 
Giovernment If Congress passes such legislation and asserts such jurisdiction 
ver western streams, the Federal Government, under the doctrine inid down 
in these cases, would have exclusive jurisdiction and State control and protec 
tion of local waters and existing water rights would exist, if at all, subject to 
such Federal jurisdic tion 

“The foregoing decisions which have been reviewed demonstrate the extent 
to which the Federal Government may exercise control under the Commerce 
lause of the Constitution as interpreted by the United States Supreme Court 
In order to assume this jurisdiction and assert the power which the commerce 
clause confers, Congress must act, but upon such action being taken all conflict 
ing or inconsistent authority between the States and the Federal Government 
will be resolved in favor of the Federal Government.” 

Judge Taylor does not discuss United States v. Gerlach Livestock Company 
399 U.S. 955), to which I made reference at the hearing. In this case the United 
States contended that it did not need to compensate the owners of private water 
rights on the San Joaquin River, vested under the laws of California, whose 
rights had been destroyed by the construction of Friant Dam since the dam was 
oustructed in the exercise of the Government’s authority over navigable streams 
The official position of the United States is best illustrated by quoting from 
the Attorney General's brief: 

“The court below rejected the contention of the United States that the 
Friant Dam was erected in the exercise of the Federal authority over navi 
gable streams and that respondents had no property rights in the flow of the 
stream nor in the flood stages thereof. We shall show that the Friant Dam 
was properly authorized in exercise of the Federal power over navigation and 
olumerce, and that respondents had no property rights in the flow or flood 
stages of the San Joaquin River as against the United States, 

“Respondents here do not complain that a Government project is flooding thei: 
lands. On the contrary, they are asserting that they have property rights in the 
flow of the stream, particularly floodwaters 

“The consequence is that respondents’ claim to waters means that they insist 
on a property right to impair the navigability of the river and to prevent the 
control of floods therein. We submit that no such property right exists. 

rhis court has held that there are no private property rights in the waters 
of a navigable river of the United States. (nited States vy. Appalachian Powe) 
Co. (811 U. S. S77, 424) stated: ‘The Federal Government has domination 
over the water power inherent in the flowing stream. It is liable to no one for 
its use or nonuse, The flow of a navigable stream is in no sense private property ; 
“that running water in a great navigable stream is capable of private owner 
ship is inconceivable.” (Quoted from United States vy. Chandler-Dunbar Co., 
(229 UL S. 53, 69). Exclusion or riparian owners from its benefits without com 
pensation is entirely within the Government’s discretion. More recently this 
principle was applied in United States \ Commodore Park (324 U.S. 386), and 
United States v. Willow River Co. (324 U.S. 499).’ 

“Thus, 2 person who owns land riparian to a navig 
a property right in the waters and hence has no right to complain when the 
flow thereof is changed by the United States. This is so whether the land is 
benefited because in its natural state the fall of the stream creates water power 
(Chandler-Dunbar Co., Appalachian Power Co., Willow River Co. cases, supra), 
or because the stream provides access to the riparian lands (Commodore Park 
case, supra: Gibson v. United States (166 U.S. 269)). 

“The existence of a property right in the waters of a navigable stream is not 
dependent upon whether the United States is changing the flow of the river 
in aid of navigation or for some other purpose. Such was the holding of the 
Appalachian case. There the company contended that the recapture clause 
of the license to be issued under the Federal Power Act was unconnected with 
navigation and would constitute a taking of property without payment of just 
compensation. The company had as complete right to use the waters of the 
river as could be obtained under State law. This court’s opinion recognized 
that (311 U. S. at 424) ‘It is quite true that the criticised provisions sum 
marized above are not essential to or even concerned with navigation as such 
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The court nevertheless held that the company would not be entitled to compensa- 
tion for its water power rights because it had “no private property in the flow 
of the stream.” 

“So in the instant case, respondents do not have a vested right to use the 
waters of the river simply because their lands are benefited thereby. And cer 
tainly, there is no property right to have this navigable stream continue to 
overflow during the spring flood season, Such a ‘right’ to probably the most 
harmful use of a stream from the standpoint of the public as a whole would be 
entitled to even less protection than the ‘rights’ involved in the cases cited. 

“No distinction can be made based upon the view that ‘water rights’ in Western 
States are involved; that is, rights to use the waters for agricultural production 
by means of irirgation systems, or, as here, simply by flooding of the lands. 
The principle is the same whether the economic advantage arises from water 
power development, from promotion of agriculture by furnishing access to mar 
kets, or from the furnishing of moisture to adjoining land. And the principle 
is the same whether riparian rights in the Eastern States are involved or rights 
in Western States—whether under the doctrine of appropriation or, us here, 
under the doctrine of riparian rights. 

“The absence of any distinction was made clear in United States v. Rio Grand: 
Irrigation Co. (174 U.S. 690). 

“The court concluded that the act prohibiting obstructions to navigable eca- 
pacity applied to the Rio Grande. 

“It is established that respondents had no property right to use the waters 
of the river for the development of power. United States vy. Chandler-Dunbar 


Co. (229 U. S. 53): United States v. Appalachian Power Co. (311 U. S. 377): 
Continental Land Co. v. United States (SS F. 2d 104 (C. A. 9) ), certiorari denied 
(302 U. S. 715): Washington Water Power Co. v. United States (135 F. 2d 541 
(C. A. 9)), certiorari denied (320 U. S. 747). No reason can be given why they 
have greater rights to use the waters for irrigation purposes.” 

The Supreme Court found it unnecessary to apply the rule contended for by 
the Attorney General since it held that in this case Congress had elected to 
treat the project as an irrigation and reclamation project, and Congress, in 
appropriating funds, had elected to pay the irrigators for their water rights. 
But the Supreme Court did not limit the application of the rule relied upon 
by the Attorney General if, in fact, the authority to improve navigation has 
been invoked. The Court also, for the first time, injected the theory that 
projects of this type could be authorized and constructed under the general 
welfare clause. 

Nor do we get any comfort out of the fact that under this bill the Secretary, 
in operating and maintaining the project, shall “be governed by the Federal 
reclamation laws”. As I pointed out at the hearing (Tr. 772) this clause is 
preceded by the following words “except as is otherwise provided in this act”. 
The exception, of course, throws one right back to the opening sentence of the 
bill which authorizes the project by the Congress, “in the exercise of its con- 
stitutional authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate commerce 
among the states, and to make all needful rules and regulations respecting 
property belonging to the United States.” 

Assuming for the moment that the operation and maintenance of the proj- 
ect is to be “governed by the Federal reclamation laws”, proponents of this 
measure may say that we would then have section 8 of the Act of June 17, 
1902, (32 Stat. 390) on which to rely to protect our water rights. Section 8 
provides : 

“That nothing in this act shall be construed as affecting or intended to affect 
or to in any way interfere with the laws of any State or Territory relating to 
the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water used in irrigation, or 
any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Secretary of the Interior, in 
carrying out the provisions of this act, shall proceed in conformity with such 
laws and nothing herein shall in any way effect any right of any State or of 
the Federal Government or of any landowners, appropriator, or user of water 
in, to, or from any interstate stream or the waters thereof; Provided, That the 
right to the use of water acquired under the provisions of this act shall be 
appurtenant to the land irrigated and beneficial use shall be the basis, the 
measure, and the limit of the right.” 

A mere reading of section 8 shows on its face that it has no application to 
the project sought to be authorized by this bill. Section 8, by its very terms, 
is confined to irrigation. Moreover, conceding the sincerity of Bureau officials 
that they interpret section 8 as requiring the United States to proceed in con- 
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formity with state law, this is not the official position of the United States as 
reflected by its Attorney General, its chief law officer. In the brief of the 
United States in support of its motion to intervene in Nebraska vy. Wyoming and 
Colorado, the Attorney General said: 

The question whether, as heretofore assumed, the Secretary of the Interior 
is absolutely obliged by section 8 of the Reclamation Act to conform his action 
to State law, and to subject himself to State administrative supervision in all 
respects save those in which the Reclamation Act and subsequent legislation 
specifically authorize a different action, is not presented by the present motion. 
No attempt accordingly will be made to discuss it in extenso. It is important, 
however, that a summary statement of the Government's views should be made, 
since while the Government does not now ask the Court affirmatively to accept 
those views a denial of the present motion might embarrass their advancement 
in the future. 

“Section 8 may be interpreted as making the validity of the Secretary’s action 
(except as otherwise expressly provided) dependent in an absolute sense upon 
its conformity with State law or as prescribing only a rule of administrative 
conduct—a departure from which would not entitle third persons or the State to 
treat his action as nugatory. In the first view, section 8 subjects Federal rec- 
lamation projects to the detailed government of State law and State administra- 
tive officials; in the second, it seeks only to secure harmony of the State and 
Federal law whenever possible, and cooperation of State and Federal officials. 
We think that the latter view is correct; that the provision of section 8 is direc- 
tory only, and not mandatory. So few conflicts have actually arisen in the 
administration of the reclamation law that neither administrative rulings nor 
judicial decisions have thus far resolved this question. We think it correct 
to state, however, that the construction adopted by the Government reflects 
more faithfully than any other the existing understanding and practice both of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and of State legislators and administrators. 

“The question here raised has obvious bearing upon the duty of Federal 
officers to comply with State supervision over the details of erection and main 
tenance of Federal reclamation projects and upon the duty of State officers to 
exercise such supervision. A survey of other possible points of conflict between 
State and Federal law would extend this discussion unduly, and would neces 
sarily be largely speculative. A single illustration, however, may serve to 
show the nature and implications of the problem. 

“Conformity with State procedure for initiating and perfecting appropria- 
tions is one of the most obviously desired means of harmonizing Federal recla 
mation activity with State law. The Reclamation Act did not revoke the privi 
lege accorded to private persons by the acts of 1886, 1870 and 1877 of acquiring 
rights to the waters of the public domain by following the procedure prescribed 
by State laws, and compliance with those laws by the Secretary would serve as 
a convenient method of giving notice to private appropriators. Congress had 
that in mind when it enacted section 8. (See H. Rept. 1468, 57th Cong., 1st 
sess., p. 7.) Clearly Congress meant by section 8 that the Secretary should 
comply with State law in the making of appropriations in so far as it was 
practicable for him to do so.” 

In brief substance, looking through the artfully worded verbage of the Attorney 
General’s statement, only one conclusion can be reached: The Federal Govern- 
ment will comply with State law only when it finds it convenient to do so. So 
far as we have been able to ascertain, this is still the official position of the 
Attorney General of the United States. We find small comfort in such an 
assurance. 

Also at the hearing the question was raised, at the instance of Senator Ander 
son, as to whether the protective language contained in section 2 of S. 1333 was 
not in the nature of a grant and whether the situation was not analogous to 
the submerged oil lands case wherein Congress granted marginal lands to 
several States (Tr. p. 777 et seq.). 

It was Senator Anderson’s position that once the Federal Government had 
given such lands, it was powerless to retract such gift without compensating 
the donee. 

If I might be permitted to modify some comments made by me at that time 
and restate my position, it is this: 

I am in accord with Senator Anderson that once having divested itself of 
title the Federal Government cannot, by a legislative act and without compen- 
sation, recapture such title. Title having once been vested in an individual, 
it is protected by that part of the fifth amendment of the Constitution as relates 


62506—55——5 1 
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to due process of law and to just compensation for private property taken for 
public use. There is no reason to suspect that a sovereign State, being 
the recipient of title to real property, is not protected in such title by virtue 
of like principles. Title to all real property in the public land States would, 
otherwise, be in a strange status. 

There is, however, a total absence of analagy between the submerged oil 
lands situation and the Hells Canyon situation. 

In Alabama vy. Texas (347 U.S. 272) the States of Alabama and Rhode Island 
sought leave, by motion to the United States Supreme Court, to file a complaint 
to contest the right of the Federal Government to divest itself of title to the 
submerged oil lands. The motion for leave to file the complaint was denied in the 
following language of the Court at page 273: 

“The motions for leave to file these complaints are denied. Article 4, section 
3, clause 2 United States Constitution. United States v. Gratiot (14 Pet. 526, 537. 
10 L. ed 578, 578): ‘The power of Congress to dispose of any kind of property 
belonging to the United States “is vested in Congress without limitation.” * * * 
‘For it must be borne in mind that Congress not only has a legislative power 
over the public domain, but it also exercises the powers of the proprietor 
therein. Congress may deal with such lands proprietarily as an ordinary 
individual may deal with farming property. It may sell or withhold them from 
sale.’ ” 


The distinction between “proprietary” functions and “government” or “polit- 
ical” functions is so well established in the law that it needs little comment. 
There can be no question, in view of the above-quoted language from the 
{labama vy. Teras case, that the ownership and control by the United States 
of the submerged lands was based squarely upon article 4, section 3, clause 2 
of the United States Constitution. 

That the Federal Government owns the rivers and lakes of the United States 
in the proprietary sense and may dispose of them as a private party would dis 
pose of farm lands is unheard of. Indeed, it has long been acknowledged * * 
that the States are, by virtue of their sovereignty, the proprietary owners of the 
beds of all navigable streams and lakes, subject * * * to the paramount power 
of Congress to control their navigation so far as may be necessary for the 
regulation of commerce * * * Scott v. Lattig (227 U. S. 229). In that case, 
which related to the very stretch of Snake River in question here, the Supreme 
Court said: “* * * that lands underlying navigable waters within the several 
States belong to the respective States in virtue of their sovereignty, and may be 
used and disposed of as they may direct subject always to the rights of the 
public in such waters and to the paramount authority of Congress to control 
their navigation so far as may be necessary for the regulation of commerce among 
the States and with foreign nations.” 

It is clear, therefore, that the Federal Government owned and disposed of the 
submerged oil lands as a proprietor thereof under and by virtue of article 4, 
section 3, clause 2 of the United States Constitution, and in the same manner that 
one might own and dispose of farm lands, and it is equally clear from the 
cases discussed in this memorandum that the power of the Federal Government 
to control the navigable streams of the United States is derived from article 1, 
section 8, clause 3 “to regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the 
several States. * * *” 

While unquestionably the Federal Government can grant away property held 
by it in a proprietary sense by virtue of article 4, section 3, clause 2 of the Con- 
stitution and thus create vested rights therein in its grantees, it is inconceivable 
that the Federal Government can create vested rights by a purported abrogation 
or limitation by it of one of the fundamental sovereign powers delegated to it 
by the States under the Constitution. 

To assert that the purported protective language contained in section 2 of 
S. 1333 could vest in water users rights paramount to the powers of the United 
States derived from the commerce clause, would in fact be tantamount to an 
assertion that the Congress of the United States could forever abolish or limit 
basic constitutional powers—that it could, in effect, amend the constitution. 
Such protective language contained in S. 1333 is nothing more than a recital 
that by this particular bill Congress does not intend to exercise its supremacy 
over water rights in navigable streams acquired under state law. It in no 
manner precludes the Federal Government from exercising supremacy at any 
future time. 

I appreciate this opportunity to submit this additional statement. I regret, 
however, that limitations of time has not permitted a more exhaustive analysis. 


————EEEE—EE 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF R. P. Parry RE STOCKHOLDERS 


At page 814 of the transcript I said that I would supply for the record a list 
of stockholders of Idaho Power Co. where such list, if any, had been made a 
matter of public record. I have been informed that, under existing rules, a list 
of the 10 largest stockholders has been filed with the Federal Power Commission 
and that a list of the 30 largest stockholders has been filed with the Public 
Utilities Commissioner of Oregon. A list of the 30 largest stockholders filed 
with the public utilities commissioner of Oregon as of October 1954 is as follows; 

John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co., Boston, Mass. 

Steere & Co., Inc., Philadelphia, Pa. 

Thomas & Co., New York, N. Y. 

Catton & Co., Boston, Mass. 

Harvard & Co., Boston, Mass. 

Kane & Co., New York, N. Y. 

Olen & Co., Chicago, Ill. 

The Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Co., Milwaukee, Wis. 

Bishop & Co., Boston, Mass. 

King & Co., New York, N. Y. 

New England Mutual Life Insurance Co,, Boston, Mass. 

Wonham, Albert & Co., New York, N. Y. 

General Insurance Co, of America, Seattle, Wash. 

Cudd & Co., New York, N. Y. 

North & Co., Minneapolis, Minn. 

Douglass & Co., New York, N. Y. 

Fidelity-Phenix Fire Insurance Co. of New York, New York, N. Y. 

Insurance Co, of North America, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Tarr & Co., Boston, Mass. 

Occidental Life Insurance Co. of California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co., Baltimore, Md. 

Aetna Insurance Co., Hartford, Conn. 

United Benefit Life Insurance Co., Omaha, Nebr. 

Safe & Co., Baltimore, Md. 

The Commonwealth Fund, New York, N. Y. 

California-Western States Life Insurance Co., Sacramento, Calif. 

The Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New York, New York, N. Y. 

Niagara Fire Insurance Co., New York, N. Y. 

The Connecticut Mutual Life Insurance Co., Hartford, Conn. 

Orr & Co., Boston, Mass. 

Of the 30 largest stockholders, 14 owners are life and fire insurance and 
fidelity companies scattered throughout the Nation. This group includes com- 
panies in California, Connecticut, Nebraska, New York, Pennsylvania, Wash- 
ington, and Wisconsin. The voting power of the entire group is less than 
8.5 percent of the total voting power of the company’s outstanding shares. The 
largest single stockholder’s voting power is approximately only 2.7 percent. 
Two of the group of 30 are institutional endowment or trust fund investors. 
The remaining 14 are not beneficial owners, but fiduciary or nominee holders 
for banks and trust companies representing numerous beneficial owners in- 
cluding individuals, estates, trust fund holdings and various other similar 
accounts. These nominee holders do not vote the shares as owners but the voting 
rights rest in the individual owners of the shares. 

At page 810 of the transcript I testified that 93 percent of the company’s 
stockholders were individuals. Immediately following this statement (Tr. 
811) Senator Neuberger asked me if 93 percent of the stock of the company 
was owned by individuals and I said that was my understanding, subject to 
check. My statement that 93 percent of the company’s stockholders are individ- 
uals is correct. My statement that 93 percent of the stock is owned by indi- 
viduals, in reply to Senator Neuberger’s question, is not correct. I misunderstood 
Senator Neuberger’s question and thought he was referring to the statement 
which I made immediately preceding his question. This 93 percent of the 
stockholders that are individuals control 51.45 percent of the voting power. 
Individuals, estates, trusts, etc., represented by nominee holders own shares 
representing another 25 percent of the total voting power. Life, fire, and 
other insurance companies, hold 16 percent of the stock. The remaining 8 
percent is held by colleges and other educational institutions, employee pension 
trusts, churches and religious organizations, civie and fraternal organizations, 
and other similar institutions. 
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I have one additional correction that should be made in the record. In the 
transcript at page 845 I estimated the distance from the Upper Colorado power- 
plants to the phosphate beds in southeastern Idaho to be about 500 to 550 miles. 
A further check discloses that the distance from the Upper Colorado Echo 
Park project to the phosphate beds in southeastern Idaho is approximately 
250 miles. 


FEDERAL POWER EXAMINER'S DECISION 


Senator ANpeRson. I am having prepared for inclusion in the 
record of the hearings on S. 1333 an objective summary of the decision 
issued today by the presiding examiner of the Federal Power Com- 
mission on the applications of the Idaho Power Co. for the construc- 
tion of three low dams in the Hells Canyon reach of Snake River 
as alternatives to the Hells Canyon project proposed in the pending 
legislation. As I stated earlier. perhaps off-the-record, I understand 
the examiner recommends the Brownlee Dam of Idaho Power's plan 
but denies licenses for the other two without prejudice. 

The findings and conclusions of the examiner, as I understand 
them, are to the effect that the high dam at Hells Canyon offers 
the superior way to deve ey the middle reach of the Snake River 
and would be best adapted to the existing comprehensive plan for 
the Columbia River Basin. The examiner, however, refused to rec 
ommend its sanmaieilion by the Federal Government. because, in his 
opinion, the Congress will not authorize it and appropriate funds 
for its construction. 

It seems to me that the decision as to what action Coneress will 
take on any pending issue should be left to the ¢ ‘ongress. 

The decision, however, is certainly valuable for the engineering 
ind economic data it supplies as a result of more than a year’s pres- 
entation of testimony. Therefore, the summary of the findings and 
conclusions, pro and con, of the examin as excerpted from the 
decision, will be made a part of the Saeed of the hearings on S. 1333 
and inserted following this statement. 

(The material referred to by Senator Anderson follows :) 


POINTS IN EXAMINER'S DECISION SUM MARIZED 


The presiding examiner’s order is subject to review by the Commission, as 
explained in Chairman Kuykendall’s letter of April 28, 1955, to Members of the 
Senate, and included in the proceedings of the subcommittee on May 2. 

Briefly, the order would do these things : 

Grant one license to the Idaho Power Co. to construct the Brownlee Dam and 
powerplant. 

Deny, without prejudice, the Idaho Power Co.s applications for licenses to 
construct the Oxbow and Hells Canyon (low) Dams 

Points in the presiding examiner’s discussions, findings, and conclusions are: 

“That there is a crying need for firm power additions in the Northwest.” 


POWER PRODUCTION COMPARED 


Findings and conclusions of the examiner on the subject of power production 
are as follows: 

(15) The at-site energy that would be credited to the Brownlee, Oxbow and 
Hells Canyon projects operated in coordination with the existing sources of 
supply in the area (as proposed by the applicant) would be about 505,000 kilo- 
watts of primary energy plus 52,000 average kilowatts of secondary energy. 

(16) The at-site energy that would be credited in the Brownlee project oper- 
ated in coordination with the Northwest Power Pool would be about 221,000 
average kilowatts of primary energy plus 9,000 average kilowatts of secondary 
energy. 
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(121) Under an arithmetical average of the results obtained by several 
expert witnesses who used an incremental method, the high dam project would 
contribute approximately 924 megawatts of prime power to the Federal system 
or about 1,200 megawatts of salable firm power at 75 percent load factor over 
the payout period of the high dam project. 

The high dam at Hells Canyon (as proposed in S. 1333), “would be indicated 
as the proper choice.” 

Other findings of the presiding examiner confirm the indicated superiority of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam to develop the middel reach of the Snake River 
and as best adapted to the execution of the existing comprehensive plan for the 
development of the Columbia River Basin. 

At page 55 of his decision, the examiner states: 

“TI do not feel that this is a proper instance for the invoking of the provisions 
of section 7 (b) by the Commission even though the facts seem to point to the 
inescapable conclusion that with the marked and substantial advantage of the 
Government's credit, the high dam would be dollar for dollar the better invest 
ment and the more nearly ideal development of the Middle Snake.” 

In discussing a proposed finding of the Federal Power Commission staff brief, 
the examiner further says at page 50: 

“The proposed finding is obscurely phrased. What it says is that on the basis 
of a theoretical comparison, the value of the power increment that would be 
provided by the 1-dam plan over the 38-dam plan would be equal to, and 
greater than its cost. What it means is that if Federal planners were con 
fronted with a choice between the 3-dam plan and the single dam plan, the 
high dam would be indicated as the proper choice.” 

The presiding examiner, however, concludes, on the basis of what he termed 
the “facts before me” that “the likelihood of the authorization of and appro- 
priation for an undertaking of the size involved in the high dam project is so 
remote as to make a recommendation to the Congress under section 7 (b) 
(of the Federal Power Act) that such a dam be undertaken by the United States 
a completely useless action.” 

In the interest of timesaving in the study of this decision, a set of the “Find 
ings and Conclusions” from it are attached, with the most important items 
marked in red. A brief study of the findings indicated will provide a fairly 
complete insight into the heart of the decision. 


(Additional excerpts from the decision and its supporting material 
are as follows :) 


Part I.—TnHe Turee DAM PLAN 
The applications 

In passing upon applications under the Federal Power Act for authority to 
construct hydroelectric works in the navigable waters of the United States and 
utilizing public lands, it was the intention of Congress that the licensee proceed 
upon the basis of plans which could achieve the best over-all use of the watershed 
The section of the act says “best adapted to a comprehensive plan”, and this 
phrase has been interpreted as requiring “full development” on one hand, or 
such development as would not be in conflict with any overall plans which had 
been formulated. For the purposes of this report and for analysis, the latter 
meaning will be used. Under this approach to the matter, attention will be 
given to the regional planning which has been reflected in this record. 

For those who deal with the problems of water-resources development in the 
Northwest, the report of the Corps of Engineers titled “Review Report on 
Columbia River and Tributaries” and issued October 1, 1948, published as House 
Document No. 531, 81st Congress, 2d session, is an absolutely indispensable source 
of data and information. This authoritative report was designed as a guide 
to proper development of the Columbia and its tributaries for flood control, 
navigation, power, irrigation, fish and wildlife, elimination of stream pollution, 
improvement of recreation, all to be accomplished with the “minimum inter- 
ference with the existing regional economy, with fish and wildlife habitat, and 
with the main scenie and recreational areas of the basin”. 

The Snake River, which is involved here, is the largest tributary of the Co- 
lumbia and contributes slightly more than one-fifth of the annual mean runoff 
of the Columbia River and drains 109,000 square miles. 

The Corps of Engineers divided its study of the Snake River into portions 
dealing with the Upper Snake River Basin and the Middle and Lower Snake 
River Basin. It is with the Middle Snake that we are concerned here, for it 
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is in that portion of the stream that the three Idaho Power Co. dams would be 
located. An aerial photograph of Hells Canyon is reproduced here on page 7. 
Idaho Power Co.’s 3 proposed dams—or any development by Idaho Power 
Co. for that matter—would eliminate a single dam of heroic proportions which 
would store approximately three times as much water as the development pro- 
posed by Idaho Power, and which was originally proposed by the Army as one 
of the key projects for flood control regulation in the Columbia Basin. The 
Army’s high dam project would also produce large amounts of power, would 
improve navigation, and would have recreational aspects. It was devised as a 
completely integrated part of a master plan for the Columbia River.’ 








TABLE 1 Three dam plan, pertinent data 
Brownlee Oxbow Hells Canyon 
number 2,133 1,971 2,132 
Snake Snake. 
n moutl! 254. 247.5 
t Square Nc ivailabl iilable 74,000. 
tained pool 2.0 1,800 1,683 
ower pool | 1,97 1,79 678 
et 
tal storage capacity, | 1,500,000 Not availabl Not available. 
wcre-feet 
Usable storage capacity, 1,000,004 6,200 Bs 11,200 
re-feet 
Wal 
Typ Rockfill wit rein Rockfill with rein- | Rockfill with rein- 
f d ete uy forced concrete up- forced concrete up- 
ream slat tream slab stream slab 
Maximum height, feet 505 205 320 
Elevation crest of dam, | 2,090 1.811 1.696 
feet 
Crest length, feet 1,320 725 860. 
Up iown- | 1.4 to 1.0 1.4 to 1. 1.4 to 1.0 
{ wa 
Capacity at normal pond OOK 250,000 250,000 
level, c. f 
Capacity with 5-foot ir 550.001 300,000 300,000. 
S} wav gates. number 6-tainte! 8-tainter 6-tainter 
Spullway gat 1Z lt 1) x 3Y 1H X 5Y 40 x 40. 
, int 
I il installation, kilo 10,4 151,000 272,000. 
Ultimate installation, kil- | 540,600 226,500 408,000. 
owatts 
Maximum power head, | 277 117 208. 
Minimum power head, | 176-- 112 203 
feet 


I have adopted the. capital cost estimate of the development as submitted by 
Witness Froggatt and this cost estimate will be used for economic analysis. 
Certainly, in a case of this kind where a choice must be made between two 
conflicting estimates the public interest would compel utilization of the estimate 
which if otherwise reasonable, would provide the greatest margin for error. 
The table in the staff’s brief, appendix B, page 93, which was derived from 
Mr. Froggatt’s Exhibit No. 395, will here be adopted by the undersigned 
examiner. 


1In order to reduce the confusion which might come from a discussion of the Federal 
Hells Canyon project and the Idaho Power Co.’s Hells Canyon project, listed herein as 
Project No. 2132, I shall refer to the Federal project as the “high dam project.” Both of 
the storage projects involved in this matter involve high dams, however. The high-dam 
project, if built, would be the second highest dam in the world. Brownlee Dam, if built, 
would be among the 15 highest dams in the United States. 
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Capital cost of 3-dam plan 


Low Hells 


Item Oxbow Brownlee : Total] 

Canyon ’ 
i $31, 571, 000 $79, 175, 000 $52, 757, 000 $163, 503, 000 
QQ cost 7.5 percent 2, 368, 000 5, 938, 000 3, 957, 000 12, 263, 000 
Subtotal 33, 939, 000 845, 113, 000 56, 714, 000 175. 766, 000 
Interest during construction 1, 697, 000 5, 320, 000 3, 545, 000 10, 562, 000 
Total (before fish facilities 35, 636, 000 90, 433, 000 60, 259, 000 186, 328, 000 
O00, 000 5. 000, 000 
Total 35, 636, 000 90, 433, 000 65, 259, 000 191, 328, 000 


I conclude, therefore, that the fact that Idaho Power Co. does not have access 
to a ready market for all of the power from the three projects does not prohibit 
the licensing of one of these projects, with Idaho Power Co. still eligible to file 
new applications to construct such additional projects in the future as it may 

ave a market for. When and if these other applications are filed, they will be 
examined to determine whether or not they are consistent with the comprehen- 
sive plan for the development of the Middle Snake River, and under the provi- 
sions of section 10 (a) the proposal as it is submitted will be licensed or the 
modification of such proposed project will be required before approval. It may 
be that the Middle Snake will never be “fully developed”—if a market for all of 
the power from that stretch of the river does not evolve. All that can be done 
at this time is to attempt to guard against the creation of difficult problems for 
others to attempt to solve many years in the future. 

I am, therefore, approving the Idaho Power Co.’s proposal to build the Brownlee 
Dam (Project 2133) and the Presiding Examiner’s Order in this matter will 
dismiss without prejudice the applications for Oxbow (project 1971) and low 
Hells Canyon (project 2132). The Brownlee project will be discussed briefly 
as a separate project before setting forth specific findings. 


The Brownlee project (No, 2132) 

Project 2133 (Brownlee) has been heretofore described (table 1). An artist’s 
version of the development is presented here on page 30. It will produce an 

verage of about 232,000 kilowatts of electric energy annually at-site, of which 
about 221,000 kilowatts would be firm. The corresponding output at-market 
would be about 218,000 kilowatts and 204,000 kilowatts, respectively Hence, 
the secondary energy at-market would be about 9,000 kilowatts, or 79,000 kilowatt- 
hours annually 

It has been explained heretofore why the cost of privately financed thermal 
capacity cannot be used properly as the value gage of all of the output of the 
three-dam project. Having also decided that the entire output of the three dams 
ix not marketable at the present time either on the Idaho’s system or in the North- 
west generally, the relatively simple problem remains of determining whether 
or not Brownlee Dam, project No. 2133, will meet the customary tests. 

Under the Froggatt analysis as shown in exhibit No. 361, the annual cost of 
the Brownlee project is as follows: 


Fixed charges $9, 595, 000 
Operation and maintenance 766, OOO 
Total cost at-site__ wie 10, 361, 000 
Transmission i , <, 646, 000 
Total cost at-market ¢ ' nts sadweindel (Ma On, OOO 


The annual cost shown above does not, however, include an amount for fish 
facilities. Assuming that the capital cost of such facilities is $5 million, as esti 
mated by the staff for the low Hells Canyon project (2132), the corresponding 
annual costs for these facilities, based on 10.61 percent of the investment for fixed 
charges and $200,000 for operation and maintenance, would be $730,500. By 
adding this amount to Mr. Froggatt’s estimate, the annual at-market costs to the 
Brownlee project would be $13,737,500. 








a 
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The output of the Brownlee project will provide for all of the future power 
needs of the Idaho Power Co. at about a cost of 7.6 mills per kilowatt-hour for 
firm power. Since the cost of power from an alternative steam-electric plant 
would be about 8.7 millions per kilowatt-hour, it is quite obvious that the Brown 
lee project would be feasible as an undertaking by the company to supply its 
own needs. The evidence in this record to the effect that there are no other 
hydroelectric sites which can be developed by Idaho Power Co. at the present 
time at a cost less than that of a steam-electric plant has been accepted herein. 
There is no reason for establishing a “benefit-to-cost ratio” for this project since 
I am assured that it would provide the lowest cost power that could be obtained 
hy the company consistent with the comprehensive development of the Snake 
River required by section 10 (a) of the Federal Power Act. 

Idaho Power Co. has a present system capability of 374,000 kilowatts with a 
firm output of 232,000 kilowatts and an average annual output of 265,000 kilo 
watts. The addition of the Brownlee project in 1959 will give the system a 
capability of 734,400 kilowatts, a firm output of 453,000 kilowatts, and an aver 
age annual ouput of 497,000 kilowatts. Using the staff estimates of power re- 
quirements for the Idaho Power Co. for 1959 and beyond, the following table 
shows the effect of the Brownlee addition. It is assumed for this purpose that 
the Brownlee addition will be first reflected in the company’s system supply in 
1959 


A f ur 
Estimated power | ting power supply plu Surplus power on Idaho 
Brownlee power systen 
Capac- Capac- Firm Average | Canac- Firm Average 
Ene ni ; : annual 
ner ty energy 

energy energy 
) HLS. f } 734. 4 453 407 115.8 37.95 R195 
19 640.6 $99.8 44 452 497 3 93.15 67.15 
1061 669. 0 448. 87 734.4 453 407 65.4 4.13 48.13 
1962 0.9 is | 734.4 453 497 13.5 1 30. 71 13.19 
10¢ 790. € 530. 49 734.4 453 197 5. 2 177.49 33. 49 
l 16. 0 607. 94 734. 4 453 497 171.6 154. 94 110. 94 
1y R82. 4 14 453 407 RD Fh rH) 4 185. 40 


The above tabulation which, of course, is based upon estimates insofar as 
Idaho Power’s requirements are concerned, indicates that Brownlee will more 
than supply the future needs of Idaho Power Co. at least until 1962. Between 
1962 and 1965, some additional capacity must be added, and such addition 
might well be one of the projects license applications for which are being 
dismissed herein for reasons heretofore stated. 


TaBLe 2.—High dam project, pertinent data 


1. General: 


Name Hells Canyon, 
River Snake. 
Stream mile from mouth 247.3 
Drainage area, square miles 74,000. 

2. Reservoir: 
Maximum retained pool elevation, feet 2,077. 
Minimum flood control pool elevation, feet. 1,923. 
Minimum power pool elevation, feet 1,758, 
Total storage capacity, acre-feet 4,400,000. 
Usable storage capacity, acre-feet 3,580,000. 

Dam: 

Type ; ; _ Concrete arch. 
Maximum height, feet____-_- ree 
Elevation crest of dam, feet_-_ sient. 


won 


I a ais 1,733. 
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TABLE 2.—High dam project, pertinent data—Continued 


4. Spillway: 


Design capacity, c. f. s 800,000. 
i | 2-42 foot diameter’ tunnels 
with intake gates 
Spillway gates- ‘ tf radial gates 48 ft. x 59 ft. 
5. Powerplant: 

Initial installation, kilowatts 800,000. 

Ultimate installation, kilowatts 200.000. 

Maximum power head, feet 602. 

Minimum power head, feet 313. 


Nott According to the World Almanac and Book of Facts for 1955, the 
following are the world’s 10 highest dams: 


Height | Height 

Name (feet) | Name (feet 
Boulder a 726 | Fontana $80 
Shasta ; 602 | Anderson Ranch 156 
Hungry Horse _ 564 | Detroit . 454 
Grand Coulee _ 550 | Chambon (France) 150 
Ross _._ 545} Pine Flat _ 140) 


The high dam project—capital costs 

The only detailed capital cost estimate for the high dam project in the record 
was presented by Witness Hoisington of the Department of the Interior, in his 
exhibit 192. That exhibit shows the estimated capital cost of the project to be 
$356,810,000, based on January 1952 prices, and is summarized as follows: 


1. Power plant = bi ida __.. $77, 000, 000 

2. Reservoirs, dams, and waterways _.. 155, 930, 000 

5. Land and land rights, roads, ete es esd . 385, 608, 000 
1. Transmission equipment_- = wcnsieananlcil 12, 190, 000 

5. General property (camp, etc.) —~- ‘ a 10, 782, COO 
6. Communication facilities___- fa 80, 000 
7. Transfers to other Government agencies nao 200, OOO 

8. Recreation facilities ms 1, 000, 000 

9. Investigations, engineering, and general expense 59, 020, 000 
10. Contingency reserve 5, 000, 000 
Total oe : 356, 810. 000 


The Federal investment for the high dam project adopted herein is $388,570,000 
and is obtained by adding the above estimates for interest during construction 
and fish facilities to Hoisington’s capital cost estimate. Although the adopted 
investment is based on prices obtained in January 1952, I believe that, in any 
rough comparison with Mr. Froggatt’s estimates for the three dam plan, there 
is ample allowance in Hoisington’s contingency reserve to take care of the 4 
percent increase in prices from January 1952 to July 1953, the latter date being 
the basis for the Froggatt estimate. 

The following table summarizes the total annual at-site costs for the high 
dam project: 

innual at-site costs 


Federal investment__- pcabiipciciere diate. Bebe oD bas ininnsiinicieimninndiay ee, OF0, 000 
ERTORORG Cin ds UU CONE ik hk i etrtln keisGbieboind el meee , 714, 250 
Amortization and replacements (1.43 percent) —_ _— 5, 556, 551 
Insuranee (0.1 percent) .............- Soest ietebh at 338, 570 
Taxes (0.5 percent) _..__________ ss pak rt a 1, 942, 850 
Operation and maintenance_____- al rt lk i ek le eg 1, 695, 000 

NEG. Seek eee Se ae itn deities a — — 19, 297, 221 


This is the key finding in the staff brief in this respect: 

(20) Assuming financing, construction, and operation by the same agency, the 
high Hells Canyon project in the one-dam plan would make possible the produc- 
tion of the maximum amount of economical power * * * and the cost of the 
power increment that would be provided by the one-dam plan over the * * * 
three-dam plan[s] would cost almost as much as its value. {Emphasis added. ] 
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The proposed finding is obscurely phrased. What it says is that on the basis 
of a theoretical comparison, the value of the power increment that would be 
provided by the one-dam plan over the three-dam plan would be equal to and 
sreater than its cost. What it means is that if Federal planners were con- 
fronted with a choice between the three-dam plan and the single high dam, 
the high dam would be indicated as the proper choice. The finding on this 
subject adopted herein will be rephrased appropriately. (Finding 153, infra.) 
The high dam project—lower costs and lower rates 

Is the fact that federally produced power can be and is being sold at appre 
ciably lower rates than the same power produced by an investor-owned utility 
one which should be taken into account in deciding whether or not a recom- 
mendation should be made to Congress under section 7 (b) ? soth the applican: 
and the staff contend that this factor should be disregarded, alleging that if 
this factor were the determining one, licensing under the Federal Power Act 
would virtually come to an end, since the benefits of Federal financing give the 
Federal Government a substantial lead over any private utility which must seek 
its funds in the money market and rely upon its own credit in the obtaining 
of the use of funds for expansion. That it was the intent of Congress that 
the regulatory provisions of the original Federal Water Power Act be admin- 
istered with a view to the protection of the interests of the consumers of power 
is evident from the express language of a number of sections of the act2 For 
example, section 10 (a) of the act prohibits combinations, agreements, etc., to 
limit the output of energy, to restrain trade, or to fix, maintain, or increase 
prices for electrical energy or service. Clearly, it is the consumer’s pocketbook 
that is being protected here. Section 19 of the act requires as a condition of every 
license that the licensee shall abide by reasonable regulation of the services 
to be rendered to customers or consumers of power, and of rates and charges 
of payment therefor, as fixed by the State regulatory agency involved, or, in 
the event there is no such agency, by the Federal Power Commission. Section 
20 provides that if the power enters interstate commerce, the rates charged 
and the service rendered by any licensee ‘“sha!l be reasonable, nondiscriminatory, 
and just to the customer.” 

These statutory safeguards for the protection of the consumer make the 
conclusion inescapable that it was intended that the act as a whole be admin- 
istered with the interest of the ultimate consumer of power as the keystone 
of that act. 


Section 7 (b)—Guides to interpretation 


I do not feel that this 1s a proper instance for the invoking of the provisions 
of section 7 (b) ‘see appendix) by the Commission even though the facts seem 
to point to the inescapable conclusion that with the marked and substantial 
advantage of the Government’s credit, the high dam would be dollar for dollar 
the better investment and the more nearly ideal development of the Middle Snake. 

I conclude that, on the basis of facts before me, including the legislative 
history of the various Hells Canyon bills which have been heretofore presented 
to the Congress without success, the likelihood of the authorization of and 
appropriation for an undertaking of the size involved in the high dam project 
is so remote as to make a recommendation to the Congress under section 7 (b) 
that such a dam be undertaken by the United States a completely useless action. 
Such action, which in these circumstances could not be expected to produce more 
results than any of the bills which have been introduced and sponsored in the 
past by the Secretary of the Interior and various energetic legislators, would 
serve only to freeze the Middle Snake River for hydroelectric development for 
an indeterminate period in the future. Just as the examiner and Commission 
in the Roanoke Rapids Case were convinced of the need to harness the waters 
of the Roanoke River at earliest practicable date, I am convinced that the 
nonutilization of water resources could be in some circumstances just as short- 
sighted as less than maximum development. Keeping the consumer in mind 
if the denial of all of the applications herein would have only practical result of 
driving the Idaho Power Co. to a steam-electric program at a much higher 
cost and with resultant increases in rates for power—I am doubtful that such 


2 Evident also from the legislative history of the Water Power Act. Senate Rept. No. 
898, 63d Cong., 3d sess., contains a statement of the view of Franklin K. Lane, Secretary 
of the Interior, wherein he observed that water power promised to be an invaluable resource 
and that in any legislation one of the evils to be guaraded againstwould “High rates 
to the consumer.” In S. Rept. 60. 89, 64th Cong., 1st sess., the Committee on Commerce 
observed “the value of cheap power * * * is recognized by everyone.” 
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action would be in the public interest. Only if such denial were to pave the 
way for lower-cost power for those consumers would I believe such a denial 
would be in the public interest. I do not feel that it would be in the public 
interest for the Commission to take any steps the practical effect of which would 
be to delay indefinitely the use of these waters for power purposes and for the 
other purposes that would be served by the development of the water resources 

Just as I have refused to approve the issuance of licenses for all three of the 
sites for which Idaho Power Co. has sought license authorization because 
of the applicant’s failure to show a market which would provide some assurance 
that the licensee would proceed at once with the development of all of the sites 

and [ feel that section 13 of the act prohibits the Commission from tying up 
these sites unused, even if it were inclined to do so), I feel that the tying up 
of the Middle Snake River without use for an indefinite period (which T feel 
would be the practical result of a finding under section 7 (b) that these resources 
must be reserved for the United States alone) would be just as questionable 
from a public interest standpoint. 

The second reason for my not utilizing the provisions of section 7 (b) in this 
matter is that I feel that section 7 (b) is not truly applicable to this case. The 
high dam proposal has been before the Congress a number of times and is before 
the Congress now. All of the pertinent engineering facts relating to the high 
dam project which have been used for study in this case are published and have 
been the subject of Congressional hearings in the past. The “examinations, 
surveys, reports, plans, and estimates of cost” which would be forwarded to the 
Congress under section 7 (b) would be the same for all practical purposes as 
those which have been submitted to the Congress in connection with the legis- 
lation of the past sessions. There are, of course, certain adjustments of cost 
estimates which would be made due to the change of prices of materials, but 
these changes are somewhat insignificant in the big picture. 

This matter is before Congress now, and there has been no secret of the fact 
that Commission hearings have been held and applications by Idaho Power Co. 
have been under consideration for several years for the construction of projects 
by that company which would preclude any Federal development of the same 
stretch of the river. The matter is so highly publicized that it would be difficult 
to find a member of the Congress who has not some acquaintance with the 
problem. That the attention of Congress will be called to the proposed issuance 
of any license in this matter, there can be no doubt If the Congress feels that 
the Commission has not performed its function in the public interest and in 
accordance with the provisions of the statute, the Commission’s power to issue 
a license may be withdrawn or suspended at any time. The general power to 
issue licenses in national parks and national monuments was withdrawn in 
1921 from the Federal Water Power Act, and in 1928 the Congress prohibited the 
issuance of permits or licenses upon or affecting the Colorado River and all but 
one of its tributaries for a period.* There is nothing to prevent Congress from 
imposing a similar restraint upon the Commission’s licensing power in this 
matter if it is felt that an abuse of discretion has been committeed to the 
detriment of the public. 


FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 


The findings proposed by the parties and by the staff in this matter, while of 
inestimable value to the Examiner in the preparation of this report, were not 
deemed to be usable in the same form as submitted, even though the report is 
in substantial agreement with many of them. For this reason, few if any of 
the findings proposed have been adopted in haee verba. 

Findings of fact and conclusions of law relative to the proposal of the appli 
cant, as expressed in its filed applications, in addition to or supplemental to 
those heretofore expressed, are-as follows: 


The Three Dam Plan 
1. The applications in this matter relate to a three dam plan for development 


of the middle reach of the main stem of the Snake River. The applicant has no 
intention or plan to develop the middle reach of the Snake River in any way 





°“This resolution was adopted for the purpose of suspending action on applicetions then 
pending in the Colorado River in order that rights might not be acquired which would 
interfere with the solution of the Boulder Dam project.” See letter of the Chairman, Dwight 
F. Davis, Secretary of War, as contained in H. R. Rept. No. 2313, 70th Cong., 2d sess, 
The portion of the Boulder Dam Act referred to will be found in appendix I hereto. 
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other than described in its applications on file with the Commission and open to 
public inspection, so the Commission’s determination primarily must be made 
upon the applications as filed and as supported in the public hearing in this 
matter. 

2. The three projects as proposed by the applicant would utilize the head and 
the stream flow satisfactorily. 

3. The three projects as proposed by the applicant would occupy lands of the 
United States. 

4. The Snake River from its junction with the Columbia up to at least the 
mouth of Henry’s Fork (mile 837.4) is a navigable water of the United States. 

5. The three projects proposed by the applicant would be located in and along 
a navigable water of the United States. 

6. The Brownlee project, at mile 284.6, the uppermost of the three projects and 
the only one having storage of any consequence, would affect the interests of 
interstate or foreign commerce by affecting the downstream navigable capacity of 
the Snake River 

7. Section 23 (b) of the Federal Power Act prohibits the construction of any 
water power project in the Middle Snake by any person, State or municipality 
without a license granted pursuant to the Federal Power Act. 

8. The plans submitted with the applications for the three dams would provide 
for the construction of safe and adequate structures 

%. The Brownlee project would provide important flood control storage and 
could be so operated to provide appreciable navigation benefits. The other two 
projects, being run-of-river plants, would provide no flood control or navigation 
benefits 

10. Applicant has proposed to provide recreation facilities at each of the three 
proposed projects, and the recreational benefits so conferred would be important 
to the public 

11. The cost of construction of the three projec tS as developed by the record 
of the public hearing in this matter, including interest during construction and 
an allowance of S$) million for fish protective devices, is $191.328,000 (ex 
hibit 359) 

i?. The cost of the construction of the Brownlee project alone, with interest 
during construction and an allowance of $5 million for fish protective devices 
is $95.433.000 (exhibit 359). 

13. The planned initial installed generating capacity of each of the three proj- 
ects and their turbine capacity is as follows: 


’ 


| } 
i 
t 
Bre 42 ) 6 000 
Oxt I 2)2 232, 000 
i ( 490. 000 


14. The initial powerplant capacities as proposed by t 
three projects is as follows: 


y M 
l - \ 
k t 
Brownles 60, 400 414. 400 
Oxbow 151. 000 173. 600 
H ( 272. O00 312. 800 


15. The at-site energy that would be credited to the Brownlee, Oxbow, and 
Hells Canyon projects operated in coordination with the existing sources of 
supply in the area (as proposed by the Applicant) would be about 505,000 kilo- 
watts of primary energy plus 52,000 average kilowatts of secondary energy. 

16, The at-site energy that would be credited to the Brownlee project operated 
in coordination with the Northwest Power Pool would be about 221,000 average 
kilowatts of primary energy plus 9,000 average kilowatts of secondary energy. 
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17. The peak load requirements of the Idaho Power Co. system have been in- 
creasing at an average annual rate of about 24,6000 kilowatts during the 10-year 
period 19483 through 1952. , : 

18. If the entire output of the three projects were usable on the Idaho I ower 
Co. system as soon as this power could be made available, the annual cost of 
such hydroelectric power would be lower than the annual cost of obtaining 
equivalent power from the output of a modern steam-electric plant. , 

19. The future peak load of the applicant’s system has been forecast as In- 
creasing at an average annual rate of about 30,350 kilowatts. 

2). The total installed generating capacity of 783,400 kilowatts that would be 
provided by the three projects under consideration could not be fully utilized in 
the applicant’s own system until at least the year 1975. 

21. That part of the capacity and energy which would not be absorbed by the 
applicant’s system when available, would have to be sold to other utility systems 
(within transmission distance) in the region in order to make the projects finan 
cially feasible. 

22. The part of the capacity and energy not usable on the applicant’s system 
would have to be sold to other utility systems at rates which would produce 
revenues which would be equal to the annual cost of this power including trans- 
mission cost. 

23. The record in this matter contains no information of any consequence 
which would lead a reasonable person to believe that there are any utility sys 
tems in the Northwest within transmission distance of the Idaho Power Co. 
system which would be willing to contract for the excess capacity available at 
rates which would produce revenues equal to or in excess of the cost of the 
production of such power, 

24. Since the financial feasibility of any project depends entirely upon the 
marketability of the output of such project, reliable evidence that a market 
for the output actually exists or can be found must be presented before a license 
is issued or a project commenced. 

25. Under the conservative estimates of the cost of the three projects applied 
for as estimated and analyzed by the technical Staff of the Commission, the at- 
market cost of the power to be produced by the three projects would be about 
6.69 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

26. While the 6.69 mills per kilowatt-hour cost is substantially below the 8.71 
mills per kilowatt-hour cost of privately developed steam-electric power, this 
6.69-miil cost is above the value of power in the Northwest which value repre 
Sents a market value that it is expected may be reached sometime in the future. 


27. The prospects, as reflected in this record, for the sale in the Northwest of 
the large amounts of excess power that would be available from the three proj- 
ects at rates which would equal the cost of the power are so feeble as to be 
worthy of no consideration. 

28. The estimated annual at-market cost of the power output of the three 
projects, including the annual cost of fish protective facilities, is $27,921,000 

29. The annual revenues which may be expected from the sale of the power 
output of the three projects will vary from year to year, but may not be expected 
to equal the annual cost of the projects until such time as the entire output is 
marketable in the Idaho Power service area. 

30. An abstract valuation of the output of the three projects which has no 
relationship to actual expected revenue must be disregarded in the determination 
of whether or not the projects will be economically feasible for private con- 
struction, 

31. At the present time and until the year 1975, the economical feasibility of the 
three-project development is extremely doubtful. 

32, The Brownlee project output is largely usable by the applicant on its own 
System within a foreseeable time and the Brownlee project would be economi- 
cally feasible since the annual cost of the Brownlee project would be lower than 
the annual cost of obtaining equivalent power from a modern steam-electric 
plant. There are no other undeveloped hydroelectric sites available to the 
Idaho Power Co., except possibly the partially developed Oxbow project and the 
low Hells Canyon project which would produce power at a lower unit cost than 
the Brownlee project. 


While either the Oxbow or low Hells Canyon project would probably pro- 
duce power at a lower unit cost than the Brownlee project, neither should be 
developed prior to Brownlee because neither would provide flood control or 
navigation benefits and therefore would not, as initial developments, be best 
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adapted to a comprehensive plan for the beneficial public uses set forth in 
section 10 (a) of the act. 

4. The unit cost of the output of the Brownlee project is about 7.6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour as compared to a unit cost of 6.69 mills for the output of the 
3 projects if the 8 projects were all built within the same construction period. 

oo. Since the Brownlee project would block the movement of undetermined 
numbers of anadromous food and game fish, no license should be issued for this 
project which does not require such protective facilities as may be required 
pursuant to the provisions of section 18 of the Federal Power Act. 

36. Since the Brownlee project would be expected to affect to some extent the 
habitat of the wildlife of the area, no license should be issued for such project 
which does not require that the applicant take such steps as may be practical 
to alleviate the adverse effects, if any, upon the regional wildlife brought about 
by the construction and operation of the project. 

37. Such archeological investigations as may be necessary to preserve and 
protect these values should be required as a prerequisite to construction of the 
Brownlee project. 

35. The operation of the Brownlee project should be coordinated with the 
Northwest power pool, but since Idaho Power Co. is now a _ participating 
member of the pool and its existing system is now operated in coordination with 
the pool, it would seem unnecessary to include in the license any provision which 
would appear to require such coordination, without specifying any detail as 
to how such requirement could be met. 

39. The applicant is a corporation organized under the laws of the State 
of Maine, qualified to and is doing business in and under the laws of the States 
of Idaho, Oregon, and Nevada, and has submitted satisfactory evidence of 
compliance with all applicable State laws insofar as necessary to effect the 
purposes of a license for the brownlee project. 

40. Under section 27 of the Federal Power Act, the act and license authority 
derived by virtue of its provisions cannot affect or in any way interfere with the 
laws of the respective States relating to the control, appropriation, use or dis- 
tribution of water used in irrigation or any vested right acquired therein. Any 
provision of the license to be issued in this matter which would seek to prohibit 
that licensee from interfering with future depletions of the Snake River or with 
future upstream diversion would relate to subject matter which is not within 
the scope of the Commission’s authority as set forth in the Federal Power Act. 

11. No conflicting application for the Brownlee site is before the Commission. 
Public notice has been given as required by the act. 

42. The Brownlee project will not use any Government navigation dam, nor 
will the issuance of a license therefor as hereinafter provided affect the de- 
velopment of any water resources for public purposes which should be under- 
taken by the United States. 

45. The issuance of a license for the Brownlee project as hereinafter provided 
will not interfere or be inconsistent with the purposes for which any public 
lands have been withdrawn. 

44. The record in this matter demonstrates that the proposed Brownlee 
project is best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing 
a waterway or waterways for the use or bewefit of interstate or foreign com- 
merce, for the improvement and utilization of water power development and 
for other beneficial public uses including recreational purposes. 

45. The record in this matter demonstrates that the proposed Oxbow and 
Hells Canyon projects as proposed by the applicant for construction within 
a fixed period in the future are not best adapted to a comprehensive plan for 
the improvement and utilization of water power development inasmuch as there 
is no foreseeable market for the power from these projects at a rate at which 
it would have to be sold. 

46. The three proposed projects, while planned as a single development, need 
not be authorized at one time by a single license. Under section 13 that part 
of the ultimate development for which there is a market may be developed, 
and the remainder postponed until a market is available to justify the balance 
of the development. 

417. Section 13 of the act contemplates that construction of a project shall 
commence within two years from the date of a license, and that this period 
may not, for any reason, be extended for more than an additional 2-year period. 

48. To call completely separable power developments “units” of a single project 
in order that a license may be issued for all of the projects at once and the 
construction period of one of such separate power projects could actually begin 
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at some time after the four year period specified in the statute would be a viola 
tion of section 13 of the Federal Power Act 

19, Section 13 of the Federal Power Act contemplates that no licensee would 
be permitted to hold water resources without development for an extended 
period, so that other citizens would have no opportunity to develop such poten 
tial power sites on streams over which Congress has jurisdiction. 

50. The installed capacity of the Brownlee project hereinafter authorized 
for the purpose of computing the capacity component of the administrative 
annual charge is 556,000 horsepower. 

51. The amount of annual charges to be paid under the license for the purpose 
of reimbursing the United States for the costs of administration of part I of 
the act is reasonable as fixed and specified in the accompanying order. 

52. In accordance with section 10 (d) of the act, the rate of return upon the 
net investment in the proposed project, and the proportion of surplus earnings 
to be paid into and held in amortization reserves are reasonable as specified 
in the accompanying order. 

53. The applicant should file revised exhibits F, K, and L as provided in the 
accompanying order, 

54. The amount of annual charges for the use, occupancy and enjoyments of 
lands of the United States to be occupied by the proposed project, including 
transmission line right-of-way, shall be hereafter fixed and specified by the 


Commission. 

55. The following described exhibit J drawings and exhibit M, filed as parts 
of the application for license for project No. 2133, conform to the Commission’s 
rules and regulations and should be approved as part of the license for the 
Brownlee project. 

Exhibit J: (FPC No. 2133-1) Brownlee H. E. Development, General Map 
Exhibit M: General description and specifications of equipment for Project 
No. 2133 (one exhibit) 

56. Determination of the question of what transmission lines and apurtenant 
facilities shall be included in the license as a part of the project must be deferred 
until further information becomes available as to the way in which this project 
will be connected to the Appleant’s system and the northwest system. When 
this information becomes available, it should he furnished to the Commission 
by the licensee, and a preliminary Staff determination made which, if not accept 
able to the licensee, should be made the subject of determination by the Com 
mission after notice and opportunity for hearing. 

ne plan of development, designated as the two-plan, has never been proposed 
to be undertaken by applicant or by any other private or public body, and there 
is insufficient evidence in the record to warrant its consideration either for 
private construction or for construction by the United States 

5s. The high dam project heretofore recommended by the Department of the 
Interior and supported by the Department of the Army, is urged by some of the 
interveners for Federal construction, financing and operation; the three dam plan 
is proposed by the applicant for private construction, financing and operation 

59. The three dam plan has never been proposed by any Federal agency for 
Federal development nor has any nongovernmental agency proposed the develop 
ment of the high dam project. 

60. The Columbia River Basin is an interstate, international basin, and the 
Snake River is the largest tributary of the Columbia River 

61. The comprehensive plan for development of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries for flood control, navigation, power production, irrigation, recreation 
and other purposes is embodied in the “808 Review Report” of the Corps of 
Engineers, Department of the Army (H. Doc. 531, Sist Cong., 2d sess.) and the 
1947 Columbia River Basin Report of the Department of the Interior (H. Doc. 
173, Sist Cong., 2d sess.). These reports were brought into accord by the April 
11, 1949, agreement between Secretaries of the Army and Interior (H. Doc. 473, 
Vol. 2, pref., pp. 28-82) and the aforementioned reports were officially noticed for 
the purpose of this proceeding. 

62. If the comprehensive plan were carried ont to its fullest extent, it would 
develop approximately 125 million acre-feet of storage for flood control and 
river regulation, about 382 million kilowatts of firm power, some 500 mi of 
uninterrupted inland navigation, a total of about 8 million acres of irrigated 
land. Fishery resources would be protected; mineral and other resources 
development would be forwarded. However, no detailed analysis for economic 
determination of the ultimate plan has been made. The plan has heretofore 
heen characterized by this Commission as “a desirable and coordinated basic 
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framework for the comprehensive development and utilization of the water 
resources of the Columbia River.” 

63. The Review Report of the Army Engineers summarized studies of the 
present and anticipated future needs of all the various parts of the basin for 
flood control, power, irrigation, recreation and other water use purposes, and 
embodied consideration of relative needs of various parts of the basin, desires 
of local and State interests, and the importance of various water use functions 
It recommended a plan of development which was coordinated to meet the needs 
of the basin, to the extent economically justifiable, for a number of years to 
come as-regards flood control, power, navigation, and irrigation, and indicated 
n more general terms, how further needs might be fulfilled at a later date, 
consistent with present development. 

64. The core of the comprehensive plan is the so-called main control plan. 

65. The main control plan consists of a series of large, multiple-purpose reser- 
voir projects to be operated as a coordinated system which, in conjunction with 

er Columbia River levees, will control main-river floods, improve inland 
navigation, and furnish a large part of the power requirements of the region. 
Power considerations were the most important in the economics of project 
election. 

66. The main control plan includes the Hells Canyon project, which is called 
igh dam project for purposes of this proceeding. 

67. More than $1 billion of Federal funds have been invested in projects of 
the main control plan existing or under construction. 

{ The existing projects of the main control plan, together with the regional 
Northwest transmission grid, constitute an electrically and hydraulically inte- 
vranted Federal power system 

69. The main control plan is designed to achieve approximately 27 million 
acre-feet of storage for flood control, approximately 12 million kilowats of in- 
stalled generating capacity, practically the entire 500-mile inland navigation 
oute, and extensive irrigation, recreation and other public benefits, 

70. Approximately 7 million acre-feet or about one fourth of the flood control 
goal of the main control plan has been achieved. The projects existing and 
der construction, as of 1954, will provide about one-half of the power objec- 


tive of the main control plan 
i Well-placed upstream storage is an essential element of the main control 
plan and the comprehensive plan. 

72. The high dam project was planned as a key upstream storage project 
in the main control plan, it would contribute appreciably to the objective of 
the main control plan. 

73. The high dam project is the farthest upstream and the only storage project 
na chain of six projects in the main control plan for developing the Columbia- 
Snake waterway; the five downstream plants (John Day and the four Lower 
Snake projects) have been authorized by the Congress. 

74. The high dam project power facilities would be interconnected with the 
regional transmission grid and integrated with the Federal Columbia River power 
system. The high dam project or any other storage project in the Middle Snake 
could be so interconnected as to take advantage of the diversity of flow between 
the Columbia and the Snake, thus making full power use of the water resources. 
7. The high dam project would contribute about 12 percent of the flood con- 
trol objective still to be realized under the main control plan. 

76. The high dam project together with the existing and authorized down- 
tream plans on the Columbia and Lower Snake would complete—except for 
channel improvements—the development of the 500-mile inland water transporta- 
tion route, 

77. The economic feasibility of the authorized but unbuilt plants in the main 
control plan, especially the four Lower Snake plants, is dependent upon storage 
development in the Middle Snake. 

7S. Irrigation of large acreages in the Snake subbasin is unlikely in the fore- 
seeable future without financial assistance from some source. The high dam 
project or any other federally built and federally financed development could 
provide such financial assistance. 

7%. The three-dam scheme was planned, designed and engineered primarily 
o meet the present and future power needs of the area applicant is under an 
obligation to serve. 

80. The three-dam scheme, if built, in whole or in part, would occupy the reser- 
voir area of the high dam project and would preclude its construction, except 
at prohibitive cost. 
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81. Unless construction of new generating facilities in the Pacific Northwest 
s started soon, the region will be unable to meet its firm loads by about 1960; the 
region is already short of low cost power for potential new electro-process 
loads 

82. The high dam project would contribute substantially to alleviating the 
regional power shortage and at the same time would meet power needs in the 
applicant's service area, if such power were made available to the applicant 
at attractive rates and with some assurance of necessary continuity 

83. Present marketing policies in the Northwest, including as they do prefe1 
ence provisions for publ ¢ bodies and cooperatives, render publicly developed 
power a somewhat less dependable source of long-term supply from the stand 
point of the private power companies in the region, as compared to a supply from 
generation facilities installed and owned by such companies 

84. Applicant’s three-dam plan would materially alleviate the power shortage 
in the area served by the applicant and, to the extent that it would strengthen 
the east group of the Northwest Power Pool, would be of material benefit to 
the region. 

S5. Applicant has investigated alternative sources of supply of power to supply 
normal growth needs of its service area and has satisfied itself that projects in 
the three dam scheme would supply needed power at a lower annual cost than 
any alternative source available at the present time. An applicant is under no 
burden to prove that other sites could be developed so as to supply power at a 
lower annual cost than the site covered by its application, so long as the site it 
proposes to develop will produce power at an annual cost lower than its worth 

86. The high dam project has widespread public support, particularly in the 
Pacific Northwest. However, an appreciable segment of the publie in the North 
west and throughout the United States is opposed to government participation 

any activities which investor-owned corporations are willing and able to carry 
on under governmental regulation which will protect the public interest ade 


quately. 

87. Various Members of Congress have demonstrated and continue to demo 
strate interest in Federal development of the high dam project ; however, despite 
the introduction on a number of sessions of the Congress of legislation whi 

id authorize the construction of the high dam project, Congress has not, as 


vet, seen fit to authorize such construction. 

SS. Flood control is a major objective of the main control dam and either the 
3.88 million acre-feet of usable storage capacity claimed for the high dam projec 

its proponents or the 2.3 million acre-feet effective storage assigned to the 
high dam project by the Army engineers would contribute substantially to this 
objective 

S9. The applicant’s three-dam plan would provide 1 million acre-feet of usable 
storage capacity and such storage capacity would contribute substantially to 
the objectives of the main control plan. 

™). The Corps of Engineers currently estimate the value of storage in the Mid 
dle Snake River to be in the order of $1 per acre-foot of effective storage. Hence, 
effective storage of the high dam project would have a value of $2,300,000, as 
compared with $1 million for the three-dam plan. 

91. The annual flood-control benefits which could be conferred by either the 
three-dam plan or the high dam project plan are so small in relation to the power 
benefits of either plan as to be virtually insignificant from a dollar standpoint 

92. Selection of the 38-dam plan instead of the one dam plan would provide less 
flood control storage in the Middle Snake River. The Corps of Engineers, charged 
with responsibility for flood control planning in the Northwest has not recom 
mended that the 8-dam plan be rejected for this reason but has shown that the 
difference in flood-control storage between the 2 plans may be achieved succe 
fully in other parts of the basin and that part of the main control plan hereto 
fore assigned to the high dam project thereby achieved 

93. Because suitable alternatives may be found, the applicant’s three-dam 
plan is reconcilable with the flood-control objectives of the main control plan 
and the comprehensive plan. 

94. An inland navigation route of about 500 miles from the mouth of the Colum 
bia to Lime Point, Idaho, is a major objective of the main control plan 

95. As an integral part of the main control plan, the high dam project would 
contribute to this objective by providing water releases essential to power genera 
tion and, hence, affect the economic feasibility of authorized downstream projects 
(John Day and the 4 Lower Snake dams) whose pools would form parts of the 
proposed slack-water route on the Columbia and Lower Snake Rivers. Storag 
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on the Clearwater, and other storage in the Middle Snake plus Brownlee is just 
as effective as the high dam project in producing downstream benefits of those 
projects. 

06. The high dam project would also provide releases to help maintain mini- 
mum flows of 13,000 ¢c. f. s. at Lime Point for open-river barge navigation 
between Lewiston and Lime Point, a distance of about 30 miles. 

v7. The high dam project would also provide releases to reduce the need for 
channel dredging for deep draft navigation on the Lower Columbia below 
Bonneville 

v8. The reservoir pool of the high dam project which would extend about 93 
miles through the canyon, would afford access and low-cost transportation for 
the development of now relatively inaccessible mineral resources in the canyon 
area. 

99. Applicant’s proposed Brownlee pool would be about 39 miles shorter than 
the high-dam pool, and (if subject to wider and more frequent fluctuations), 
would be a less effective transportation medium insofar us navigation on the pool 
is concerned and would contribute little to the development of mineral resources 
in the canyon, 

100. The Corps of Engineers has heretofore estimated annual navigation bene- 
fits of the high dam pool at $75,000 

101. The Corps of Engineers have assigned no navigation benefits to the 
srownlee pool of the three-dam plan. 

102. The dollar benefits to be derived from navigation on either the high dam 
pool or the Brownlee pool are so small in relation to the other benefits of either 
plan as to be without any practical significance. 

103. The three-dam plan would provide releases for barge navigation between 
Lewiston and Lime Point, and thus is fully in harmony with the navigation 
objectives of the main control plan and the comprehensive plan. There has never 
been any assurance given that the high dam project would be operated as to 
confer the same benefits, and there is some evidence to the effect that navigation 
releases would be almost completely subordinated to power operations of the 
high dam. 

104. Neither the high dam project nor the applicant's three-dam plan would 
physically supply water for irrigation. 

105. Federal development of the high dam project could provide power revenues 
to help finance proposed irrigation works in the Snake subbasin, but Federal 
development of any project could similarly provide revenues which could be 
used in whatever fashion Congress would direct by statute. 

106. Applicant’s three-dam plan would provide no direct financial assistance 
to irrigation development. However, by providing a new source of power for 
irrigation pumping, the three-dam plan could be regarded as providing important 
assistance to irrigation development. 

107. Under Federal reclamation laws, Congress has, at times, applied power 
revenues from Federal projects to help finance irrigation development in the 
same drainage area. 

108. Bills to authorize Federal construction of the high dam project have 
nvariably proposed use of power revenues to help finance irrigation of the 
Payette Unit of the Mountain Home Division. 

109. The high dam project is the only project of the main control plan that lies 
in the Middle Snake drainage area, and, in the view of some of its proponents, is 
the only likely source of power revenues for irrigation development in the area. 

110. The high dam project could develop the unique recreational potential of 
the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River into an outstanding national recrea- 
tion area. 

111. The cost of construction for the recreation facilities which have been 
proposed in conjunction with the high dam project has been estimated by the 
National Park Service as being approximately $1,000,000. 

112. The Idaho Power Co. estimates it would spend approximately $100,090 in 
a recreational improvement program in connection with its three-dam plan, an 
amount which is intended to provide facilities for visitors comparable to such 
facilities at other of its power plants and in the industry generally. 

112. The National Park Service estimates that the high dam project with its 
access roads, facilities and structures, would attract from 500,000 to 650,000 
visitors a year, while applicant’s developments would attract about half as many. 

114. Federal recreational developments and the recreational facilities at 
privately financed power installations may not be compared rationally, since the 
theories applicable to governmental development and to private development 
of such facilities have little in common. For this reason, any dollar comparison 
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between the two proposals respecting either costs or benefits would be 
meaningless. ; 

115. Only preliminary studies of the effects on fish and wildlife of any of 
the proposals for development of the Midle Snake have been made. 

116. With ample allowance for all foreseeable upstream irrigation water uses, 
a dependable water supply can reasonably be expected for the efficient and 
economic operation of the high dam project during its payout period. 

117. As a fully integrated part of the existing Federal northwest power system, 
the high dam project would be operated to produce maximum system prime 
power and salable firm power. 

118. The Corps of Army Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and Bonneville 
Power Administration have customarily used an incremental method of apprais 
ing the prime power contribution of projects proposed for addition to the Fed 
eral northwest power system. Variations of this method have been used in ap- 
praising the prime power contribution of the high dam project 

119. The incremental method as used by Federal planning agencies appears to 
be a suitable method of appraisal of projects to be added to a Federal system over 
a period of years. 

20. The “averaging method” or the “modified incremental method” is not gen- 
erally used for planning purposes. This method, like most other methods of 
evaluation, is subject to the difficulties inherent in forecasting system conditions 
over a 50-year period. This method, however, has some usefulness in appraising 
the contributions of proposed projects. 

121. Under an arithmetical average of the results obtained by several expert 
witnesses who used an incremental method, the high dam project would con- 
tribute approximately 924 megawatts of prime power to the Federal system 
or about 1,200 megawatts of salable firm power at 75-percent load factor over the 
payout period of the high dam project. 

i122. Under the averaging method, according to the range of estimates in the 
record, the average prime power contribution of the high dam project would be 
911 megawatts over the 50-year payout period. 

123. The Commission staff brief summarizes all the evidence of record as to 
the potential prime power creditable to the high dam project and the three 
dam plan. It does not, however, contain a recommendation as to which estimate 
is most acceptable for each plan. 

124. Sensible comparisons of the power contributions of the high dam project 
integrated with the Federal system and the power contributions of the three 
dam plan coordinated with the Federal system are not possible, since “integra- 
tion” and “coordination” connote entirely different operations and thus must 
be expected to produce entirely different results. 

125. The Bonneville Power Administration has credited the high dam project 
with the full downstream power output attributable to its storage releases. 
The Corps of Engineers, in House Document 531, credited one-half of the benefit 
attributable to the storage releases from the high dam project to the authorized 
lower Snake River plants and one-half to the high dam project. 

126. Since one of the primary purposes of water storage in the Hells Canyon 
reach of the Snake River basin is to improve the ability of downstream plants 
to generate power, it would be unrealistic not to credit the upstream storage 
project with improved generation at downstream plants, and there is no pro- 
posal in the Commission staff's brief to disregard such downstream benefits. 

27. The Commission staff's brief (table 3) shows an economic comparison of 
the alternative plans of development for the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake 
River based on the assumptions that 60 percent of downstream firm energy would 
be credited to such projects and that all the cost of supporting secondary energy 
would be assigned to the Hells Canyon reach projects. It also shows (tables 4 
and 5) a similar comparison based on allocating the cost of secondary energy 
to at-site projects in accordance to the amount of downstream firm energy 
assigned to projects in the Hells Canyon reach of Snake River. There is, how 
ever, no proposal in the staff brief which adopts or accepts either of these 
analyses. 

128. If secondary energy is available in the Federal northwest system less than 
SO percent of the time, and is not salable, such surplus secondary energy as is 
used during refilling seasons to firm up the prime power output of Federal 
storage projects should not be charged against the prime output of such 
projects. 

129. The secondary energy needed for the firming-up of the high dam project 
output is not available 80 percent of the time, so no charge against the high 
dam project should be made for the use of such secondary power. 
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130. The saff of the Commission has taken no position in its brief on the ques 
tion of whether or not it is proper to debit the prime power output of the high 
dam project by the amount of surplus secondary energy required to support its 
firm output 

151. Bonneville Power Administration customarily uses salable firm power as 
the measure of that at-market system power contribution of the high dam 
project and of other projects in the main control plan 

132. In these proceedings the staff of the Commission has made no recommenda 
tion as to whether it is proper to measure the at-market contribution of the high 
dam project in terms of prime power or in terms of dependable capacity plus a 


firm energy component, taking into account the matter of secondary energy. 


133. The Corps of Engineers, the Bonneville Power Administration and the 
Federal Power Conimission, have evaluated the power output of the high dam 
project and other main control projects by comparing the cost thereof with the 
composite cost of alternative sources of supply and the amount that heavy 
industry could afford to pay for power. This is a theoretical value and is not 


an indication of the rates at which Federal power would be sold 

134. In these proceedings the staff of the Commission proposes that the high 
dam project output be evaluated by comparing the cost thereof with a valne 
table presented by Witness Wing which conforms to the value described in 133 


above 


135. Some of the expert witnesses believed that the present regional hydro 





system will change over to a steam-hydro system at some point during the 50 


year payout period of the high dam project. This conclusion was based upon 
the assumption that regional requirements will grow steadily and the further 
prediction that all of the available low-cost hydro sites will have been utilized 
before the end of the high dam project payout period It would be presumptuous 
to attempt to refine such predictions to the point of fixing dates for such events 
and to conjure up the economic effect upon constructed projects in the northwest 
system, and none of the expert witnesses attempted to do so 
136. The high dam project is feasible from an engineering standpoint 


187. The standards of design and construction for the high dam project would 
he essentially the same regardless of whether it was designed and constructed 
by engineers employed by a Government agency or engineers employed by a non 

vernmental agency \ tendency toward inflexibility of Government planning 
to be revised to meet actual construction conditions encountered during the 
building of Government projects has been observed, and this is due to the fact that 
within the Federal planning staffs a more elaborate system of checks and balances 
is employed. This inflexibility tends to increase the capital costs of Federal 
de elopme nts 

IS8. The transmission facilities proposed for the high dam project appear to be 
adequate for a fully integrated operation with the Federal northwest system 
including flows of power to and from the project area 

159. The transmission facilities proposed for the three-dam plan are not de- 
signed for a fully integrated operation with the Federal northwest power system 
and there has never been any proposal or suggestion that the applicant would 
engage in such an integrated operation, 

140. In its applications, Idaho Power Co. has proposed interconnections with 
the Federal northwest power system for the purpose of coordinating its operation 
of the three ] rojects with the Northwest Power Pool. Such interconnection and 
coordination would be expected to be beneficial to the applicant and to the pool, 
and all of the power output analyses used in this proceeding have been based upon 
such coordinated operation. 

141. The capital cost estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation for the high dam 
project (exclusive of fish facilities) is $3883,570,000, based on January 1952 
prices Since this estimate approximates the estimate furnished to the Congress 
by the Bureau in connection with proposed legislation, there is no basis for as- 
suming that it was either “on the high side” or “on the low side.” 

142. The cost of transmission facilities is estimated by the Bonneville Power 
Administration for the high dam project in the amount of $76.9 million and there 
is no scientific basis in the record for any assumption as to accuracy or lack of 
accuracy 

143. The total capital cost (exclusive of fish facilities) estimated by the Bu 
reau and and the Bonneville Power Administration for the high dam project is 
$460.47 million. There is no comparable figure in this record for the three-dam 
plan 
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144. The record affords no reasonable basis for consideration of the high dam 
project as a privately financed and constructed project or the three-dam plan 
as proposed by the applicant as a federally financed and constructed project. 

145. A comparison of the two plans on the basis of Federal financing of each 
serves no useful purpose except for the determination of whether the three 
dams are superior to the high dam and whether they should be recommended 
for Federal development under section 7 (b) of the Federal Power Act. 

146. No useful purpose would be achieved by comparison of the capital cost es- 
timates of the federally designed high dam project proposed for Federal con 
struction and the capital cost estimates of the three-dam plan under private 
construction. 

147. The annual cost at-market for the power output of the high dam project 
would be $28,567,000. 

148. For the high dam project the unit cost per kilowatt of salable firm power 

ould be approximately $23.80 (see findings (121) and (147), and according 
to the record, this cost would not result in affecting the current Bonneville rate 

$17.50, since all revenues and costs of the project would be pooled with the 
revenues and costs of the existing Bonneville Power Administration system 

149. Comparing the unit cost of federally produced power marketed on the 
l’ederal system with privately produced power intended primarily for marketing 
i 1 service area served by a private utility would produce misleading and 
deceptive results which would be of no value in objectively appraising the 
merits of the two proposals. 

150. The benefit to cost ratio of the high dam project would be about 1.83 


151. The benefit to cost ratio of the three-dam plan under theoretical Federal 
construction would be about 2.5 to 1.0 (see findings (145) and (146)). 

152. Results of a comparison of the high dam project and the three-dam plan 
on the basis of the cost of the increment added by the former as compared to 
the latter is deceptive and misleading unless both plans are considered with the 
same elements of annual cost and on the basis of the same power values. Even 

hen such factors are utilized the result is of questionable value inasmuch 
templates the possibility of a choice between the two plans by the sai 

nstruction agency and there has been no suggestion in this record that such 
i choice has ever been given any serious consideration. 

o3. If the assumption were made of financing, construction, and operation of 
either the high dam or the three-dam plan by the Federal Government, the 
high dam project in the one-dam plan would make possible the production of 
the maximum amount of economical power and, according to the comparison 

le by the staff, the value of the power increment which would be provided 
ww the one-dam plan over the three-dam plan would be greater than its cost. 
(Cf. Staff Proposed Finding No. 20.) 

154. A Federal project is economically justified if (1) the project benefits 
exceed the project costs, (2) each separable segment oF purpose provides bene 
fits at least equal to its costs, (3) the scale of development is such as to provide 
the maximum net benefits, and (4) there is no more economical means of ac- 
complishing the same purpose. This is the doctrine expressed in the report of the 
Subcommittee on Benefits and Costs on “Proposed Practices for Economic 
\nalysis of River Basin Projects.” The test of economic feasibility of a 
project from a private construction standpoint applies to the salable product 
of such development and the actual revenue which may be reasonably ex 
pected from such development, since no revenue is derived by the private devel- 
oper from nonpower benefits conferred. 

155. The high dam project apparently would pay out its reimbursable costs 
With interest within a 50-year period, i. e., amortization of the Federal invest 
ment allocated to power, together with costs of operation and maintenance. 

156. The financial and economic feasibility of applicant's three-dam plan is 
contingent upon revenues from its power output. 

157. About 60 percent of the national phosphate rock deposits are located, 
largely on Federal lands, in and around southeastern Idaho; there appears to 
be a growing regional and national need for high concentrate phosphate fertilizer. 

158. Greater utilization of these phosphate resources, of which a large part are 
furnace grade, might be fostered by an abundant supply of electric power at about 
the prevailing Federal wholesale rate. 

159. The high dam project by providing power at low rates, might be ex 
ected to stimulate large-scale development of the phosphate resources and 
large-scale expansion of fertilizer production 
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160. The three-dam plan would stimulate less phosphate development and less 
less fertilizer production than the high dam project. 

161. Electro-process industries have contributed much to the increased indns- 
trialization of the Pacific Northwest and, apparently, constitute much of the 
region's future industrial potential. 

162. The high dam project, because of its high volume and low cost power out- 
put, might be expected to stimulate the expansion of electro-process industries to 
a greater extent than the three-dam plan, including those which would utilize 
regional mineral resources. 

163. The high dam project, just as any large new source of low cost power 
might be expected to do, would help the Snake subbasin by helping to: 

(a) Industrialize, diversify and stabilize its still dominantly agricultural 
economy ; 

(4) reduce its seasonal unemployment where such unemployment is at- 
tributable to lack of industrial labor requirements; 

(c) foster individual initiative and private business and industrial 
enterprise ; 

(d) increase business and employment opportunities, broaden the tax 
base, and raise income levels and standards of living. 

164. The high dam project, just as any large new source of low-cost power might 
be expected to do, would stimulate throughout the Pacific Northwest: 

(a) Powerload development ; 

(6) greater utilization of power in industry, agriculture, commerce, com- 
munity and service activities : 

(c) new business and employment opportunities ; 

(7d) expansion of production and productivity ; 

(e) development of minerals and other materials important to the regional 
and national economy, and to national security : 

(f) strengthening of the regional and national economy. 

165. Because of completely different factors requiring different measurement, 
it is not possible to say that the three-dam plan is inferior to or superior to the 
high-dam project or vice versa from an economic feasibility standpoint. 

166. Development of the middle stretch of the Snake River either by the United 
States itself or by a licensee of the United States under the terms and conditions 
of a limited license, would: 

(a) Provide comprehensive multipurpose development and utilization of 
the water resources of the Middle Snake and advance the comprehensive plan 
for the Columbia River Basin: 

(b) foster development of other resources in the Columbia River Basin 
including water resources the development of which by the United States 
itself has been authorized by Congress: 

(c) contribute substantially to the economic growth of the region; 

(7d) add importantly to the strength of the national economy and security. 

167. If Federal development of the high dam project were carried out in accord 
ance with provisions of the Bonneville Project Act (50 Stat. 732) it must be 
assumed that all of the public purposes set forth in that act would be served. 

168. The three-dam plan of the applicant would not serve the public purposes 
and promote the public interest in the same way as the high dam project might 
under Governmental auspices, but this is not to say that the applicant’s plan 
would not serve public purposes and promote the public interest. 

169. Applicant’s three-dam plan would not impair the comprehensive plan for 
the Columbia Basin and would not result in permanent or temporary loss of any 
water resources. 

170. Applicant’s three-dam plan would not render infeasible any water resource 
developments by the United States which have been authorized by Congress. 

171. Full economic utilization of the water resources of the Middle Snake for 
power generation, flood control, navigation, recreation, irrigation, and other 
purposes is a valid criterion of comprehensive multipurpose water resources 
development ; development of the full head or utilization of the full flow alone for 
power purposes is not. 

72. No project proposed to supplant an economically feasible project in a 
comprehensive river-basin plan, if it would provide substantially lesser direct or 
total benefits than the project to be supplanted, can qualify as being “best adapted 
to a comprehensibe plan for improving a waterway or waterways,” assuming both 
plans are ripe for proceeding, all financing, appropriation, authorization, ‘or 
license authority or whatever preliminaries of this kind are necessary have been 
accomplished. 


Wee. 
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173. The applications for license in this matter, as amended, are presumed to 
comply with the Commission’s rules and regulations since they provide sufficient 
data for such understanding of the proposed projects as is necessary to apprise 
the parties to the proceeding of the plans and intentions of the applicant. Cer 
tain drawings and revisions of drawings customarily are supplied by a licensee 
after a license is issued. 

174. Whatever deficiencies of the applications might be alleged have been 
cured by testimony of the applicant’s witnesses which testimony was fully sub 
jected to cross-examination by all participating parties to the matter and by the 
staff 

175. Applicant has sustained its burden of proof with respect to the initial 
project of its three-project development plan for the Middle Snake, and with 
respect to the overall desirability of its plan of ultimate development when a 
market for all of the power appears more certain. 

176. Large power production, flood control, navigation, and recreation benefits, 
the possibility of financial assistance for irrigation or other public purposes, the 
utilization of phosphate resources on public lands and the stimulation of in 
dustries dependent upon low-cost power are public purposes which, in the aggre 
gate, are factors to be taken into consideration in arriving at a judgment as to 
whether or not a recommendation to Congress of Federal development of these 
particular water resources should be submitted under section 7 (b). 

177. The likelihood or absence of likelihood of authorization of and appropria 
tion for development by the United States of particular water resources are 
factors which, with propriety, may be taken into consideration in arriving at a 
decision as to whether or not to recommend under section 7 (b) development 
of water resources by the United States itself. 

178. Prompt development of water resources is one of the basic purposes of 
the Federal Power Act, and development by an otherwise qualified applicant 
may be delayed only when it is determined that substantial benefits would accrue 
to the Nation by reason of development by the United States rather than a 
licensee, and that if such recommendation were made to the Congress there is 
reasonable likelihood that such recommendation would be favorably received 
and acted upon, within a foreseeable time. 

17. Even assuming that substantial benefits would accrue to the people of 
the United States by Federal development of the Hells Canyon site on the Snake 
River, and that such benefits would exceed by a substantial amount those to be 
conferred by development under private auspices by a licensee, there is no reason 
to assume that if a recommendation of Federal development were to be made 
under section 7 (b) by the Commission, that development of these water re 
sources would be undertaken by the United States within a foreseeable time. 

180. It was not contemplated that the Federal Power Commission should make 
recommendations to Congress under section 7 (b) when, in its judgment, the like 
lihood of the acceptance of those recommendations would be remote. 

181. Complete lack of development of water resources may be, in some in 
stances, more detrimental to the public interest than underdevelopment. This 
is so especially when a qualified applicant for a license would be required to con 
struct higher cost steam-electric stations to serve the requirements of its service 
area in lieu of the undeveloped hydroelectric sites which would produce power 
at a lower cost than could a steam-electric station. 

182. The facts in this record and the legislative history of the proposals for 
the high dam project (which is officially noticed) require the conclusion that a 
recommendation to the Congress under section 7 (b) in this case would be a com 
pletely useless act. 

183. The proposal for a high dam project in the Middle Snake River has been 
before the Congress in a number of past sessions, and full reports have been 
submitted which contain all of the pertinent engineering facts relative to such 
proposal. No essentially new facts with respect to the high dam project have 
been adduced in this record which should be submitted to the Congress in the 
event a recommendation were made under section 7 (b). 

184. Section 7 (b) was designed to provide a means of submitting information 
to the Congress that it would not otherwise have access to. Since the Congress 
has had access to all of the pertinent facts relative to the high dam proposal 
for a number of years and has held hearings on the various bills, it is evident 
thta section 7 (b) is not applicable to the facts and circumstances involved 
herein. 
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APPENDIX I—-APPLICABLE LAW 
Sec. 4 (e). To issue licenses to citizens of the United States or to any asso- 
ciation of such citizens or to any corporation organized under the laws of the 
United States or any State thereof, or to any State or municipality for the 
purpose of constructing, operating, and maintaining dams, water conduits, reser- 
voirs, power houses, transmission lines, or other project works necessary or 
convenient for the development and improvement of navigation and for the 
development, transmission, and utilization of power across, along, from or in 
any of the streams or other bodies of water over which Congress has jurisdiction 
under its authority to regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the 
several States, or upon any part of the public lands and reservations of the 
United States (including the Territories), or for the purpose of utilizing the 
surplus water or water power from any Government dam, except as herein 
provided: Provided, That licenses shall be issued within any reservation only 
after a finding by the Commission that the license will not interfere or be incon- 
sistent with the purpose for which such reservation was created or acquired, 
and shall be subject to and contain such conditions as the Secretary of the 
department under whose supervision such reservation falls shall deem necessary 
for the adequate protection and utilization of such reservation:* Provided 
further, That no license affecting the navigable capacity of any navigable waters 
of the United States shall be issued until the plans of the dam or other structures 
affecting navigation have been approved by the Chief of Engineers and the 
Secretary of War. Whenever the contemplated improvement is, in the judg- 
ment of the Commission, desirable and justified in the public interest for the 
purpose of improving or developing a waterway or waterways for the use or 
benefit of interstate or foreign commerce, a finding to that effect shall be made 
by the Commission and shall become a part of the records of the Commission : 


* 


* * . - * 
Sec. 7 (b). Whenever, in the judgment of the Commission, the development 
of any water resources for public purposes should be undertaken by the United 
tates itself, the Commission shall not approve any application for any project 
ffecting such development, but shall cause to be made such examinations, 
surveys, reports, plans, and estimates of the cost of the proposed deveolpment 
as it may find necessary, and shall submit its findings to Congress with such 
recommendations as it may find appropriate concerning such development. (41 
Stat. 1067, 49 Stat. 842; 16 U.S. C. S00.) 


* * * a * * * 


Sec. 9. That each applicant for a license hereunder shall submit to the 
commission 

(a) Such maps, plans, specifications, and estimates of cost as may be 
required for a full understanding of the proposed project. Such maps, plans, 
and specifications when approved by the commission shall be made a part 
of the license; and thereafter no change shall be made in said maps, plans, 
or specifications until such changes shall have been approved and made a 
part of such license by the commission. 

(b) Satisfactory evidence that the applicant has complied with the re- 
quirements of the laws of the State or States within which the proposed 
project is to be located with respect to bed and banks and to the appropri- 
ation, diversion, and use of water for power purposes and with respect to 
the right to engage in the business of developing, transmitting, and distribut- 
ing power, and in any other business necessary to effect the purposes of a 
license under this Act. 


The act of Mar. 3. 1921 (41 Stat. 1353), reads as follows: 

Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress GQssembled, That hereafter no permit. license, lease, or authorization 
for dams, conduits, reservoirs, power houses, transmission lines, or other works for storage 
or carriage of water, or for the development, transmission, or utilization of power within 
the mits as now constituted of any national park or national monument shall be granted 
or made without specific authority of Congress, and so much of the act of Congress ap- 
proved June 10, 1920, entitled ‘An act to create a Federal Power Commission: to provide 
for the improvement of navigation; the development of water power; the use of the public 
lands in relation thereto: and te repeal section 18 of the River and Harbor Appropriation 
Act, approved August 8, 1917, and for other purposes,’ approved June 10, 1920, as authorizes 
licensing such uses of existing national parks and national monuments by the Federal 
Power Cor ission is hereby repealed.’ [See Appendix. ] 
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(c) Such additional information as the commission may require, (41 
Stat. 1068; 16 U. S. C. 802.) 

* * 4 * * * 
Sec. 10. (As amended August 26, 1935.) All licenses issued under this Part 
shall be on the following conditions: 

(a) That the project adopted, including the maps, plans, and specifications, 
shall be such as in the judgment of the Commission will be best adapted 
to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing a waterway or water- 
ways for the use or benefit of interstate or foreign commerce, for the im- 
provement and utilization of waterpower development, and for other bene 
ficial public uses, including recreational purposes; and if necessary in order 
to secure such plan the Commission shall have authority to require the 
modification of any project and of the plans and specifications of the project 
works before approval. 

« ¥* x - * * * 
Sec. 13. That the licensee shall Commence the construction of the project 
works within the time fixed in the license, which shall not be more than two 
years from the date thereof, shall thereafter in good faith and with due diligence 
prosecute such construction, and shall within the time fixed in the license com 
plete and put into operation such part of the ultimate development as the com 
mission shall deem necessary to supply the reasonable needs of the then available 
market, and shall from time to time thereafter construct such portion of the bal 
ance of such development as the commission may direct, so as to supply ade 
quately the reasonable market demands until such development shall have been 
completed. The periods for the commencement of construction may be extended 
once but not longer than two additional years and the period for the completion 
of construction carried on in good faith and with reasonable diligence may be 
extended by the commission when not incompatible with the public interests. In 
case the licensee shall not commence actual construction of the project works, or 
of any specified part thereof, within the time prescribed in the license or as 
extended by the commission, then, after due notice given, the license shall, as 
to such project works or part thereof, be terminated upon written order of the 
commission. In case the construction of the project works, or of any specified 
part thereof, have been begun but not completed within the time prescribed in 
the license, or as extended by the commission, then the Attorney General, upon 
the request of the commission, shall institute proceedings in equity in the district 
court of the United States for the district in which any part of the project is 
situated for the revocation of said license, the sale of the works constructed, and 
ich other equitable relief as the case may demand, as provided for in section 
26 hereof. (41 Stat. 1071; 16 U. 8. C. 806.) 
* ~ * x * * * 
Sec, 23 (b). It shall be unlawful for any person, State, or municipality, for 
the purpose of developing electric power, to construct, operate, or maintain any 
dam, water conduit, reservoir, power house, or other works incidental thereto 
across, along, or in any of the navigable waters of the United States, or upon 
any part of the public lands or reservations of the United States (including the 
‘lerritories), or utilize the surplus water or water power from any Government 
dam, except under and in accordance with the terms of a permit or valid existing 
right-of-way granted prior to June 10, 1920, or a license granted pursuant to this 
Act Any person, association, corporation, State, or municipality intending to 
construct a dam or other project works across, along, over, or in any stream or 
part thereof, other than those defined herein as navigable waters, and over which 
Congress has jurisdiction under its authority to regulate commerce with foreigi 
nations and among the several States shall before such construction file declara 
tion of such intention with the Commission, whereupon the Commission shall 
cause immediate investigation of such proposed construction to be made, and if 
upon investigation it shall find that the interests of interstate or foreign commerce 
would be affected by such proposed construction such person, association, corpo 
ration, State, or municipality shall not construct, maintain, or operate such dam 
or other project works until it shall have applied for and shall have received a 
license under the provisions of this Act. If the Commission shal] not so find, 
and if no public lands or reservations are affected, permission is hereby granted 
to construct such dam or other project works in such stream upon compliance 
With State laws. (41 Stat. 1075, 49 Stat. 846; 16 U. S. C. 816, 817.) 
* a * * - * a 
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Sec. 27. That nothing herein contained shall be construed as affecting or 
intending to affect or in any way to interfere with the laws of the respective 
States relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water used 
in irrigation or for municipal or other uses, or any vested right acquired therein. 
(41 Stat. 1077; 16 U. 8. C. 821.) 

* * * a *” ” ~ 


{Extract from United States Code Annotated] 
TITLE 43 CHAPTER 12A BOULDER CANYON PROJECT 


$617e * * * limitation on authority of Federal Power Commission 
* * * * * ” ~ 

The Federal Power Commission is hereby directed not to issue or approve any 
permits or licenses under the Federal Power Act upon or affecting the Colorado 
River or any of its tributaries, except the Gila River, in the States of Colorado, 
Wyoming, Utah, New Mexico, Nevada, Arizona, and California until sections 
617-617t of this title shall become effective as provided in section G17¢ of this 
title. (Dec. 21, 1928, c. 42, § 6, 45 Stat. 1061; June 10, 1920, ¢. 285, § 320, as added 
Aug. 26, 1935, ¢. 687, Title II, § 213, 49 Stat. 863.) 


(The statement concerning Idaho Power Co.’s transactions with 
REA’s, submitted by Witness Parry, follows:) 


MALHEUR COOPERATIVE ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION 


Idaho Power Co. has had a franchise in Malheur County, Oreg., for many 
years, and by 1934 had constructed and was operating more than 180 miles 
of farm lines in the county. By 1940, this had increased to more than 550 miles 
of rural lines. 

During this period, large areas of land in Malheur County were receiving 
irrigation water for the first time and were just being brought under cultivation 
Many settlers were living in tent houses and in the foundations of their yet un 
finished homes. In some areas the company’s powerlines, were actually built 
and in operation before permanent county roads had been laid out and con 
structed 

In 1937, company officials discussed the company’s extension program in this 
area with a representative of the United States Farm Security Administration. 
He frankly advised against building more rapidly than economic conditions in 
the area would warrant, as many of the settlers had not had time to become 
established. He stated that practically all had loans from the Farm Security 


Administration, and in many instances were in arrears with their payments. 
The company, however, continued its normal extension program as rapidly as 
obtainment of necessary materials and manpower would permit. In 1988, S85 


miles of new farm lines were constructed in Malheur County, and 55 additional 
miles in 1989, with a total of 321 new farm customers being connected in those 
2 years 

One of the lines constructed in April 1938 was a line extending 8 miles, ap- 
proximately halfway from Vale to Jamieson, for the purpose of supplying service 
to the Government CCC camp and rural customers along the way. In spite of 
the fact that the largest customer on this line was a Government installation, 
for which electric service could not otherwise have been made available, the line 
was later referred to by an REA representative from Washington as a “spite 
line’ built by the company through the REA territory. It is pointed out that 
the Malheur Cooperative was not even organized until July 30, 1938. It did 
not receive its first authorization for construction funds from the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration until January 17, 1940. 

During 1938-39 numerous REA representatives from Washington were agitating 
in the territory for the activation of the REA cooperative, and representatives 
of the Bonneville Power Administration were advocating the formation of a 
publie utility district, all of which appears from numerous accounts in the local 
newspapers. As one local REA promoter put it, “This is not an economic ques- 
tion, but a social one.” 

On September 27, 1939, a Rural Electrification Administration field repre- 
sentative from Washington held a meeting of the cooperative’s members in the 
Malheur County Courthouse. He stated that a determined campaign was being 
started at once to secure enough signers to warrant the REA obtaining a loan 
and going ahead with their project, and said that if 50 miles of line could be 
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signed up, with an average of 2 customers to the mile, money for the project 


would be forthcoming. 

Some 6 months later, in May 1940, this same REA representative from Wash 
ington was quoted in the press as stating, in effect, at another meeting: 

“This is Santa Claus * * * if necessary we'll make power so cheap they'll 
have to take REA power, even if we have to give it away until the Idaho Power 
lines become so unprofitable they'll have to take them out. We have the whole 
United States Treasury behind us.” 

In September 1940, the Malheur Cooperative Electric Association finally com- 
menced operation. 

At a hearing held by a subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce of the House of Representatives in Washington in October 
1945, the vice president of the company testified as follows, as shown on page 289 
of the printed report of the hearing: 

“The REA co-op was not organized until 1940. Our company’s program and 
policy had been made clear to representatives of the REA, and Mr. C. J. Strike, 
president and general manager, made two trips to Washington to present the 
facts directiy to Mr. Slattery in June, and again in December of that year. They 
went ahead with their construction, however, and the result was a duplication 
of lines in a relatively small area in which the company was already operating 
over 500 miles of rural service lines, and since 1934 had been building 30 to 80 
miles of new rural extensions each year. In some parts of the territory, perma- 
nent roads had not even been provided, and many families had not yet had time 
to build permanent structures for homes, * * * 

“In other words, the REA voluntarily and with full knowledge of the situation 
entered into a territory in competition with an existing agency.” 

Prior to 1945, the cooperative had accepted numerous membership and service 
applications from farmers in the vicinity of Bridgeport, Ironside, Hereford, and 
Unity, 20 to 40 miles northwesterly from the cooperative’s main system. Some 
lines were constructed by the cooperative in these areas, but the power rates 
at which these customers were served were from 20 to 30 percent higher than on 
the balance of the cooperative’s system, and service was extremely poor due to 
the inadequate capacity of the cooperative’s lines. Numerous members and 
other potential customers in the area, however, were never served, and on 
\ugust 20, 1946, one of the Bridgeport residents first contacted Idaho Power Co. 
to see it electric service could be extended by the company to that area, 

During the next year several other inquiries were received by the company, 
to all of which the reply was made that while the company could serve the 
Bridgeport area by a 20-mile line from its Durkee substation, it would not enter 
the territory on a competitive basis if the REA intended to supply service 

Residents of the Bridgeport-Hereford-Unity area finally employed an attorney 
in Baker, Oreg., to represent them in an endeavor to obtain service either from 
the REA or from the power company. Following conferences with the officers 
and directors of the cooperative, the cooperative’s manager wrote the attorney 
on October 24, 1947, and stated: 

“Even though the members in question have signed membership applications, 
if they desire to have Idaho Power Co. serve them, I see no reason why the 
power company could not go ahead and construct their lines and serve these 
people.” 

Following this, numerous service applications were received by the company 
from potential customers in the vicinity of Bridgeport, and early in 1948, the 
possibility of a dredging load developed on the Burnt River approximately 
one-third of the way from Durkee to Bridgeport. In July 1948, the company 
commenced construction of the line from Durkee to Bridgeport, but this still 
provided no solution for the problems of the cooperative’s members and ap- 
plicants for service in the areas around Hereford, Unity, Malheur City and Iron- 
side, all a considerable distance from Bridgeport 

During 1948 service conditions on the west end of the cooperative’s system had 
become so unsatisfactory that a number of members and users met in protest, 
and appointed a committee to consider the problem. Three problems were 
involved : 

(1) Low voltage and general unreliability of service ; 

(2) inability of a number of farmers and cooperative members to obtain 
extension of electric lines to their farms; and 

(3) the fact that the cooperative had put into effect in this area a much 
higher schedule of rates than on the balance of its system in the more popu 
lous territory surrounding Vale. 
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In their study of the situation, the committee contacted Idaho Power Co, and 
asked if the company would be willing to purchase the cooperative’s system, o1 
the western lines of the cooperative so that the entire western area could be 
served by means of the company’s line to Durkee. The company stated to the 
committee that it would be willing to purchase the lines in question, if the co 
operative was willing to sell; or purchase the cooperative’s entire system, if the 
cooperative so desired; or that it would provide an additional source of power 
to the cooperative at Bridgeport, if the cooperative elected to provide service 
in the areas involved, and would comply with the company’s extension rules by 
advancing the cost of rebuilding the new Durkee-Bridgeport line with the addi 
tional conductor and heavier circuits necessary to serve the cooperative’s pro 
pective load This cost was estimated at $22,500, subject to a considerable refund 
should the Burnt River dredging load be obtained 

On August 26, 1948, the committee reported back to some 70 members and po 
tential customers of the cooperative in the Unity area, and a formal meeting 
of the group was held at Unity on September 1, 1948, at which there were ap 


proximately O65 cooperative members present At the meeting a motion Vas 
passed to negotiate for the sale of the cooperative lines in that area to Idaho 


Power Co 


on October 18, 1948, however, the company received a letter from the Pre 
dent of the Malheur Cooperative, asking the company to submit a signed state- 


ment “as to what improvements and changes ould be made by your company 
should it acquire all the cooperative’s properties.” The letter stated that they 
were responsible to the entire membership for the cooperative’s operation, and 


that it was their duty to make available to the members any advantages and 
improvements that conld be made: and that the information submitted by the 
company would be given full consideration, “and should it show merit, it will be 
submitted to the Rural Electrification Administration for its considerations 
and recommendations as to membership action 

On October 26, 1948, the company replied by letter, stating that it should be 
understood that the company would be willing to purchase the property of the 
cooperative “only on the basis that a substantial majority of your membership s« 
desire it, and such acquisition will assist in the solution of a community 
problem.” 

There followes several meetings between company and cooperative repre 
sentatives, including two monthly meetings of the cooperative’s board of directors 
on February 9 and March 9, 1949, at which representatives of the Rural Ele« 
trification Administration were also in attendance 

At the request of the cooperative, the company on April 14, 1949, s1 
a formal offer to purchase the cooperative’s property at a price whic 
permit it to pay in full the principal and interest due on its indebtedness to the 
United States Government: take care of additional Government advances to the 
cooperative for which loan commitments had been obtained: assume all current 
indebtedness, including refund of consumer deposits and membership fees; ex- 


hmitted 


j 
t 
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tend service to a list of unserved members: supply service at its standard system 
rates as on file with and approved by the Public Utilities Commissioner of Ore 
gon: and rebuild or improve such parts of the coopevative’s system as necessary 
to insure adequate capacity and proper voltage to customers 

On April 20, 1949, the cooperative transmitted to its members a statement 
signed by all of its officers and directors, advising them of the company’s pro- 
posal. In this statement the cooperative pointed out that it was in default to 
the United States Government in the sum of $20,189.92 of matured principal, plus 
the sum of $46,459.16 of matured interest, and further pointed out that it had 
set aside no depreciation reserve 

It was further stated that their accumulated operating deficit was in the 
amount of $100,977.80, and the directors and officers pointed out that even if this 
deficit could be completely wiped out, so they could start with a clean slate, it 
would require an average monthly revenue of $7,057 to pay operating costs and 
principal and interest on their debt; whereas, their average monthly revenue 
over the past 12 months had been only $3,891. The board stated that it had 
accepted the company’s proposal, subject to ratification and acceptance by the 
membership at a special meeting called for that purpose. 

At the special members meeting held at Vale, Oreg., on May 16, 1949. the vote 
was 387 to 46 to sell the entire property of the cooperative to Idaho Power Co. 
The actual purchase price was finally determined to be $501,703.10, the amount 
of principal and interest owing by the cooperative on its REA loans and other 


current obligations 
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Immediately following the election, inflammatory articles appeared in Publis 
Power Magazine, Co-op Power, the Rural Electrification Magazine and the North 
est Co-Operator, attacking Idaho Power Co, and charging that the cooperative 
i ywrevented from operating at a profit by reason of the high wholesale rate 
charged b Idaho Power Co, for the cooperatives service supply As a result 
tudyv was made of the cooperative’s operations for the year 1947, taken from 
the Jast available annual report of the Rural Electrification Administration 
I} tudy disclosed that even if the cooperatives power supp had been ob 
ned free, its loss for the vear 1947 would have been $16,114, based upon offi 
eports mude by the Rural Electrification Administration in Washington 
Che study further showed that the average kilowatt-hour cost to the Malheur 
ative for the year ending June 30, 1948, was 7.7 mills, as compared with 
n average power cost of 8.9 mills paid by all REA borrowers in the United State 
ecording to the REA’s official reports Not only did the Malheur Cooperative 
enjoy an advantage over the average in the United States in obtaining its power 


Cooper 


! holesale from Idaho Power Co but the average revenue received | thie 
any from the cooperative was approximately equivalent to the Bonne ( 
wholesale rate for an equivalent small load, plus taxes 


JORDA VALLEY EKELeECTRIC CooPpeRATIVE, IN« 


I e Jorda Valley Electric (OoopM rative “us organized in 140 pril 
erve the town of Jordan Valley (population about 256 n eustern QO) 
nd a tew Tarn in the immediate bewnity Ihe territory involved 
emoved from Idaho Power Co.’s service area, separated by 
oth the north and west, from the company s Vstem The nearest Id 
Power Cs ine was at Murphy, Idaho, approximately 40 miles from Jord 
Valley 
In October 1945, a committee from the cooperative’s board of dire 


he company’s office in Boise, Idaho, and asked the company to s 


proposal to purchase their properties. The cooperative bad appre al 
ners, most of them in Jordan Valley Some 74 farms west of the mrp 
e's nes were desirous of obtaining service mit the cooperative could 


nad it nes to them for financial and other reasons The cooperative’s re 
enues had never fully met operating expenses, no interest on their REA 
had been paid, and the time was approaching when first installments of pr 
n addition to interest, would become due and owing 
owing several weeks of negotiations, the company, on October 24, 154 
ibmitted an offer to purchase the property in the amount of the prir 
iccrued interest on the cooperative’s REA loans, plus current accrued 


provided that a two-thirds vote of the membership was in favor 
tisaction. The board immediately called an informal meeting of me ( 
of the association and other people in the Jordan Valley area, at whi Y 
ority of those present voted in favor of selling the system to Idaho Power | 
A meeting of the cooperative’s board was thereupon held on October 2 
nsider the proposal, and the board called a specia neeting of the e} 
t onsider and act wpon the company’s offer In the res ition ci 2 
the meeting, the board stated that “after more than 5 years of opet 
the unulative results show that this association has not made sufficient e: 
ings to take care of its loan payments, after paying operating expenses, wv 
out allowance for depreciation or replacement of its plant and property 
e directors are of the opinion and conclusion that the continued operatior f 
the property is not economically feasible and will result in further SSes 
\t the special members meeting held November 7, 1945, the vote was 69 
favor of sale of the property to Idaho Power Co 
Immediately upon the taking over of the property, Idaho Power Co.'s 


ird rates resulted in an overall average rate reduction to all customers 


proximately 30 percent. 


LONG VALLEY POWER COOPERATIVE, IN« 


The Long Valley Power Cooperative was organized sometime during 1941 
serve rural customers in the territory surrounding the towns of Donne 1 


Cascade, Idaho. None of this area was within the territory served by Id 

Power Co., but was a part of the territory served by West Coast Power ¢ 
In a little more than 1 year of operation the coperative, at the end of 1942 

had built up an operating deficit of $1,897.60 (before depreciation Twelve 


months later, at the end of 1943, this deficit had increased to $12,758. 
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the end of 1944, the cooperative’s operating deficit (before depreciation) had 
further increased to $23,565.99. At the end of 1944, total funds advanced to 
the cooperative by the Rural Electrification Administration amounted 
to $216,284.19. 

In a resolution of the board of directors of the cooperative passed in December 
1945, submitting the question of sale of the cooperative’s properties to the annual 
members meeting, the board stated that “said association has been forced to 
borrow further moneys from the Rural Electrification Administration for the 
purpose of paying operating expenses, and has been and is unable to meet its 
matured liabilities and expenses.”’ 

The cooperative’s bad financial and operating condition, and especially the 
large increase in operating deficits during 1943 and thereafter, was largely due 
to its abortive purchase of the hydroelectric powerplant and distribution system 
of the Grimes Pass Power Co., in a mining area located some 47 miles across 
the mountains, apparently on the recommendation of Rural Electrification 
Administration representatives. 

The Grimes Pass Power Co., a public utility, had previously petitioned the 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission for permission to abandon service as the 
result of insufficient revenues and continuing losses. At the hearing the vice 
president of the company testified that the salvage value of its generating plant 
and distribution system was approximately $35,000. 

The Idaho Public Utilities Commission requested Idaho Power Co. to partici- 
pate in the hearing, to see if some basis could be worked out for its taking over 
the Grimes Pass system in order that the residents of that area would not be 
left without electric service. Idaho Power Co. finally offered $15,000 for the 
property, exclusive of the auxiliary diesel generating unit, which was housed 
in the hydroelectric powerplant building. The amount of this offer was dictated 
by the fact that the territory was not agricultural, but mountainous and almost 
exclusively gold mining in character, with the mines almost worked out; and 
also because of the fact that the distribution lines were old and required con- 
siderable rehabilitation, and the 35-year-old timber-crib dam for the powerplant 
was in extremely bad condition and would have to be replaced at once. 

One of the exhibits introduced by the Grimes Pass Power Co. at the commission 
hearing was a letter dated November 13, 1942, from the Rural Electrification 
Administration—signed by C. O. Falkenwald, Chief, Applications and Loans 
Division—to the owners of the Grimes Pass Power Co., pointing out that the 
Long Valley Cooperative, which negotiations had been had for the sale of the 
Grimes Pass property, “could operate these facilities at the present time only 
at a loss.” The letter stated, “I have been advised by our legal division that 
under our act we could not in any event legally advance funds for the purchase 
of properties which eould not be feasibly operated by our borrower.” 

In spite of this official communication from the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration, however—and while the Idaho Public Utilities Commission still had 
the case under advisement—the Long Valley Cooperative was granted an allot- 
ment by the REA of $187,000 with which to purchase the Grimes Pass power- 
plant and system, and to rehabilitate existing lines and to construct additional 
facilities. In June 1943, the Grimes Pass Power Co. filed with the Public 
Utilities Commission a motion to dismiss its petition for abandonment, stating 
that its powerplant and system had been sold to the Long Valley Power Coopera- 
tive for $42,500. 

A few days later, on July 7, 1943, the dam washed out and went down the 
river, rendering the powerplant useless. 

All of the foregoing facts appear of record in the printed report of the hearing 
before a subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, held in Washington, D. C., in October 1945, 
pages 286-291. The situation was also referred to in the remarks of Repre- 
sentative Lyle H. Boren, of Oklahoma, appearing in the Congressional Record, 
appendix page A1563, for March 23, 1944, as follows: 

“Do you know that the Long Valley (Idaho) Cooperative was induced to buy 
out a property at Grimes Pass, Idaho, at a price three times as much as was 
offered by a private buyer? Do you know that this Grimes Pass property had 
once been turned down by the REA as illegal because the man then in charge— 
Mr. Falkenwald—of loan applications declared that an examination proved that 
the purchase would not be self-liquidating? And do you know that 6 weeks 
after the REA bureaucrats had unloaded this property onto these farmers and 
bailed out the holding company owned it, the Grimes Pass waterpower dam, its 
principal asset, washed out and was destroyed? It was as fraudulent a trans- 


whe 
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action as Teapot Dome. The Long Valley farmers were deceived, cheated and 
plundered.” 

In November 1945, representatives of the cooperative approached the president 
of Idaho Power Co. to see whether the company would be willing to purchase 
their system, and on December 7, 1945, the president of the company received a 
letter from the manager of the cooperative formally requesting if the company 
would purchase the cooperative’s property, providing a majority of the members 
were in favor of the transaction, on which would permit the cooperative to pay 
off its REA indebtedness in full, and further asking whether, in the event of 
such purchase, the power company would build extensions to unserved members 
both in the Long Valley and Grimes Pass areas, and also construct lines into 
Garden Valley to serve farms in that area. This letter was replied to December 
13, 1945, stating that the company would fully investigate the situation and the 
territory involved and further advise the cooperative of its decision. On De- 
cember 24, the company again wrote the cooperative that it would purchase the 
property at a price which would enable it to pay off its obligations, that it would 
complete the building program which the cooperative had been unable to under- 
take, and apply its standard extension policy and rate schedules in the territory 
involved. 

On December 28, 1945, the board of directors of the cooperative met at Don 
nelly, Idaho, and adopted the resolution (referred to aboye) recommending the 
acceptance of the company’s offer, and directing that the question be submitted 
to the annual meeting of the members of the cooperative to be held on January 
28, 1946. At the annual meeting, in spite of zero weather and 4 feet of snow, 
1S0 members came to the meeting in person, with 98 more represented by proxy. 
The vote was 273 to 5 to accept the company’s offer and sell the property. 

By the application of the company’s standard rates, power costs to the co- 
operative’s former members were immediately reduced by approximately 33 
perce nt. 


(The document to which reference was made by Senator Goldwater 
is as follows :) 


iverage electrical rates by States for residential use, based on 250 kilowatt-hours 
per month consumption 
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Florida = ieee dian ba eta See | Ohio___- sa mciahhdibdimh an cibeeaadtenmbsniaais, |. Ao 
IT oe i tna | Oklahoma sialon ici ee 
Idaho__-_- ‘ elem nme soe 66 1.7 | ORGROR.. «2.0. ; . ; 1.31 
io) cnescnunm bob U2 | PORMETIVEDIA. . idimaoew aa 
Indiahé 3 ae ee Rees see ees 
SON in sana . =~ ee |} South Carolina____— a BA 
Kansas ote tet. eee 2.3 | South Dakota : 2.3 
ORION a acces Lacs Cae | WN eka ee 2°00 T28 
EDUIMORR ok orien nade ate | Texas___-. “a pe al 1.5 to2 
Maine 6 eee) og eae 2 | Utah__- ‘ dts ROT 
Maryland... cn LE te 2S | Verma sil pe ease ee 
Massachusetts.....2...-.... 22 Wermed Sok ith Bek ks » 15 
MICHIGAN. oo cn el ep te a aa. oie 1.25 
RE IOOIN Ee 2 | Wont? Virgin. 2. alu. 1.75 
Mississippi_______ tees hire ORRIN ok i 1.6 
Missouri jt Se 1.6 ‘bed ee eee 1.9 
montana. Sc.) lies ees 1.7 


NotE.—1 figure for States means that rates are fairly unified between utility 
companies or that the State is served by only 1 company; 2 figures means that 
there is a large variation in the State. 
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(The follow ng communication fromthe surviv ing members of the 
Board of Directors of Lone Valley Power ooperative was received 
for insertion in the record :) 

CASCADE, Ipano, May 6, 1955 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Newspaper reports published here regarding subcommittee hearings on bill to 
nuthorize Federal power dam at Hells Canyon quote witness Clyde Ellis, speak 
ing for the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, as accusing Idaho 
Power Co, of “erasing” rural electric cooperatives from its area and stating the 
company “killed off” three REA cooperatives. 

This accusation is absolutely untrue so far as Long Valley Power Cooperative. 
Inc., is concerned. Far from being “killed off,” our organization was “bailed out” 
by Idaho Power Co. after operating at a loss for about four years. By action 
of the board of directors, our organization appealed to the power company in 
November 1945 to help save the electric system serving the farms and towns of 
Long Valley and the neighboring Boise Basin. They offered to purchase the REA 
system following membership approval on terms which would pay our indebt- 
edness in full. They further agreed to build additional extensions to unserved 
farms. This proposition was submitted to our membership and approved January 
28, 1946, by a vote of 273 members in favor and 5 members against 

The Idaho Power Co. immediately put into effect its standard rates which re- 
sulted in a 33 percent saving to our members. The company has lived up to its 
contract, and people are well satisfied with the result. In the interest of accuracy 
and truth, we urge Mr. Ellis’ statement be stricken from the record 

\. FE. BAUMHOFF, 

If. Ek. ARMSTRONG, 

J. W. KANGAB, 

CarL HEINRICH, 

Gust MAKI, 

BertTHA S. WHITE, 

D. K. ALLEN, 

J. L. REDMON, 
Surviving members of Board of Directors 


of Long Valley Power Cooperative, Inc. 


(The following communication was received by Senator Murray, 
chairman of the committee, for insertion in the record :) 


AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., ipril 27, 1935. 
lion. JAMES FE. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C 

DeaAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I deeply regret that our association wil be holding 
its annual convention at the time of the hearings which your committee will 
conduct on May 2, 3, and 4 with regard to the Hells Canyon project. 

Although it will be impossible for us to present testimony at this hearing, I 
would appreciate your inserting this letter in the record of the hearing, as an 
indication of our association’s support of the construction of a high Hells Canyon 
Dam which would make maximum utilization of the water resources of that 
area. As further evidence of our interest in this matter, I am enclosing a copy of 
Resolution No. 5 which was adopted May 14, 1953, at the annual convention of 
our association in Boston, Mass. I am also enclosing a copy of a statement 
which I presented to the Federal Power Commission with regard to our position 
on the application by the Idaho Power Co, to construct three low head dams 
which would preclude the maximum development of the Hells Canyon site. If 
possible, we would appreciate insertion of both the resolution and the statement 
to the Federal Power Commission in the record. 

Thanking you for your cooperation, I am 

Sincerely, 
ALEX RADIN. 
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AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCI ATION RESOLUTION No. 5, SNAKE RIVER (ADOPTED 
May 14, 1953—BostTon, MAss.) 


Whereas an application has been filed with the Federal Power Commission 
for a license to construct the Oxbow project on the Snake River in Idaho and 
Oregon, and 

Whereas, the project proposed by the applicant would contravene the con- 
ditions prescribed by Congress in section 10 of the Federal Power Act, inasmuch 
as the plan presented is not “best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improve 
ing or developing a water or waterways for the use or benefit of interstate or 
foreign commerce, for the improvement and utilization of water power develop 
ment, and for other beneficial public uses * * *” and 

Whereas the provisions of the Federal Power Act which establish public inter 
est as the paramount consideration of the Federal Power Commission in ad 
ministering functions delegated to it, would require a denial of the application 
of the company, and 

Whereas the public interest of the people of the Northwest region would be 
best served by the public development of the power resources of the Snake 
River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Public Power Association recommends that 
the Federal Power Commission deny permits and licenses to any private inter 
ests for development of the power resources of the Snake River, and favors the 
full and early development by public agencies of its feasible hydroelectric po 
tentialities. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN Pusiic Power ASSOcI 
\TION. BEFORE THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C., IN THE 
VEATTEeR OF IpAnHO POWER Co.—PROJECT No. 1971 


rhe American Public Power Association is a nonprofit association incorporated 
in the District of Columbia, representing over 700 local publicly owned electric 
itility systems in 38 States and Puerto Rico. The particular business and objec 

es of the association, as set forth in the bylaws, are as follows 

1) To promote cooperation between, and to render service to, municipal 
orporations, other public or quasi-public corporations, bodies or agencies, co 
operative associations, nonprofit corporations, and similar organizations, owning 
or operating electric light or power systems or facilities, or specifically authorized 
by law to own or operate such systems or facilities; (2) to promote the mutual 
mprovements of its members, and of the subscribers to its services; (8) to ad 
ance the common purpose of its members and subscribers, with particular regard 
problems in the fields of (a) management and operation; (b) engineering, de 
sign, construction, operation, and research; (3) accounting and commercial prac 
tice; (d) legal policy: and (e) such other problems as may be common to, or of 
general interest to, public power systems. Matters of national defense, and rela 
tions with the Federal Government with regard to national defense, shall have 
priority over all other services rendered.” 

The American Public Power Association represents the principal local publicly 
wned electric utilities in the Pacific Northwest. Additionally, the Northwest 
Public Power Association and the Washington Public Utility Districts’ Associa 
affiliates of the American Public Power Association. 
ility systems represented by the American Public Power Association in 
he Pacific Northwest during the fiscal year 1953 served 419,857 customers and 
had kilowatt-hour sales totaling 5,641,.319,000, of which 3,458.684,000 kilowatt 
hours were purchased from the Bonneville Power Administration 

The most recent resolution of the American Public Power Association with 
egard to projects No. 1971 et al, presently before your Commission, is Resolution 
No. 5, Which was adopted unanimously on May 14, 1953, at the 10th annual con 
vention of this association in Boston, Mass. The ful! text of this resolution is 
ittached as appendix A. 

The American Public Power Association, as indicated in the attached resolu 
tion, strongly endorses public development of the Middle Snake River at Hells 
Canyon. We have followed the course of the hearings before your Commission 
with more than ordinary interest, as their outcome affects the interests and 
policies of the constituent publicly owned utilities of our association and the wel 
fare of the general public. 


tion are 





§2506-—55 53 
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Specifically, we are satisfied with respect to power supply, that the proposed 
high dam at Hells Canyon is far superior to the three smaller projects proposed 
by the applicant, Idaho Power Co 

In contrast with the Idaho Power Co. plan for three dams, which would have 
a total installed capacity of 783,000 kilowatts, the high Hells Canyon Dam would 
have a capacity of 900,000 kilowatts. This energy advantage in the public proj 
ect is not confined to at-site generation, but also includes downstream production 
on the lower Columbia by dams which will be beneficially affected by storage re 
lease from the 3,880,000 acre-feet of active storage in Hells Canyon Reservoit 
Thus, Hells Canyon will contribute 436,000 kilowatts of prime power at down 
stream sites, While the Idaho Power Co. plan will add only 103,000 kilowatts 
aownstream 

The public plan of development therefore will not merely aid a contiguous area, 
by the hyroelectric power which it creates, but the entire region. In view of the 
critical power shortage that recurrently is faced in the Pacific Northwest, an 
acceleration of the construction program as outlined in the main control plan of 
the Corps of Army Engineers, which includes Helis Canyon as a key project, is 
irgently needed to meet the tremendous load growth of the electric systems in 
the Columbia Basil 

Under such circumstances, we cannot accept any plan which does not obtain 
from the Snake River the maximum in power, as well as the fullest range of other 
water uses which the river provides in that reach. 

The necessity for obtaining the maximum amount of generation from a series 
ts lends emphasis to the need for complete hydraulic and 


electrical integration of these projec ts Such svnchronization consists in the first 


of hydroelectric projec 


nstance of regulation of upstream storage reservoirs to provide the optimum 
production of year-around power by stabilizing extremes in streamilow. This 
regulation, together with the effective utilization of a regionwide transmission 
grid to pool and interchange power from areas of surplus to areas of need, results 
na substantial increase in available power above the aggregate amount which 
would be available if the projects were operated as isolated units. 

To the Columbia River Basin, this type of integrated system, fed largely by the 
Federal Columbia River powe1 ystem, thus far has provided 600,000 kilowatts 
over and above the aggregate capacities of each of the projects taken singly. 

Since hydroelectric power provides the energy base for economic growth of the 
Pacific Northwest, the expansion of the economy of that area is not only depend- 
ent upon continued expansion of generation facilities and a regionwide trans 
mission grid system, but likewise upon the maintenance of the wholesale cost of 
such power at the lowest possible rates consistent with return of the investment 
with interest 

The prompt ancLorderly development of the maximum hydroelectric power re 
sources of the Pacific Northwest is particularly important in connection with 
continuing the rapid stabilization and diversification of the economy of the North- 
west, thereby bringing about less fluctuation in employment. 

In 1953, the Federal system generated 57.3 percent of all energy produced in 
the region, while an additional 8.5 percent was provided by the municipally owned 
electric systems of Tacoma and Seattle. Public power—Federal and non- 
l‘ederal—therefore accounts for almost 66 percent of all the generation in the 
Pacific Northwest. <A definite public utility responsibility is implicit in this situa- 
tion, and such a responsibility calls for continued public development to meet the 
anti ipated load growth of the customers served by the publicly owned electric 
systems 

If such development is undertaken under the auspices of the Federal Govern 
ment, the power would be sold in accordance with the preference provisions which 
were first formulated by Congress almost 50 years ago and under which local 
public agencies and rural electric cooperatives receive a preference in the market- 
ng of Federal power (Such a preference, it should be noted, applies only to 
availability, and not to price. In fact, because of load factor and other conditions, 
the privately owned electric utilities in the Pacific Northwest generally have been 
purchasing power from the Bonneville Power Administration at a lower cost, per 
kilowatt-hour, than the local publicly owned electric utilities. ) 

The availability of these low-cost sources of power, distributed with preference 
to nonprofit public agencies and rural electric cooperatives, has had a salutary 
effect on the electric rates in the area. 

For example, reports of the Federal Power Commission (typical residential 
electric bills, 1952, cities of 2,500 population and more) show that Washington 
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Stute has the lowest average electric bill in the country for 250 kilowatt-hours 
of residential electric service, while Oregon ranks third. Moreover, a study of 
the Federal Power Commission's report on typical bills indicates that the 
privately owned electric companies have steadily reduced their rates to meet 
the competition from the local publicly owned electric utilities. 

Chis competitive element injected into the electric industry by public power 
not only bas been instrumental in the reduction of rates, but also has encour 
aged considerably greater use of electricity. For example, according to the 
Federal Power Commission report, “Statistics of Electric Utilities in the 
United States, 1952, Publicly Owned,” the average residential consumer of a 
publicly owned electric utility in the Pacific Northwest in 1952 used 6,157 kilo 

att-hours. This is contrasted with the national average consumption of 
2.350 kilowatt-hours. 

This process of lower rates stimulating greater consumption, with gre el 
consumption resulting in even lower rates, has been a boon to the development 
of the area, and the privately owned electric utilities have shared in the pros 
perity encouraged by these dynamic rate policies. 

In addition to the question of the availability of an abundant supply of elec 
tricity at low rates, the American Public Power Association is also concerned 


with the wider implications of the issues in these proceedings 


Kor more than 50 years it has been recognized by the Congress that our land 
and water resources must be utilized wisely, managed efficiently, and developed 
f y for the widest range of beneficial uses, so that these resources are an Asset 


not only to present but to future generations. 

We have in our general review of the testimony presented in the present bent 
ings ascertained to our satisfaction that the plan for the high Hells Canyon 
Da embodies the principles which have just been asserted. The bigh Hells 
Canyon project has been regarded, not an an isolated st I 





ure, separate and 
apart from other projects on the river, serving only a restricted area, but another 
; t 


erlocking projects operated as a unit with the end 


stone in the structure of in \ 
in view that the water resources of the entire Basin can be harmoniously int 
tied to bring to the citizens of the area all the gifts of the river—the utmost 
in power development, flood control, navigation, recreation, irrigation, and fish 
and wildlife. 

The difference between this concept and the narrow, hastily conceived, and 
inadequate plan of the Idaho Power Co. is written plainly in the record of these 
hearings 

It is because of the obvious superiority of the public plan that we endorse it 
And it is because of the failure of the Idaho Power Co.’s three-dam plan to meet 
the tests of comprehensive and full development of the Snake River at Hells 
Canyon that we oppose the Idaho Power application. 

The dangers inherent in granting such an application are obvious It can 
Well set an important precedent in Federal policy toward resource develop 
ment—a policy which could result in segmentizing and decimating sound 
regional, comprehensive development. Such a policy would not only reduce 
the benefits which can be extracted from the falling waters of the river systems 
of the Nation, but could endanger the very existence of publicly owned electric 
utilities. Under such a new and retrogressive policy, many local public agencies 
and rural electric cooperatives would be forced to purchase energy from the 
private companies standing astride the river at all-important storage sites. 
The ability of these nonprofit systems to expand and pass on the low cost of 
public energy in the form of lower rates to their consumers would gradually be 
sapped. The competitive element would be minimized, and with it the check 
on a general upsurge in power rates all over the country. These are the conse- 
quences we fear when we view the implications of this case. 

A further aspect of this case, we believe, also merits careful examination. It 
is our understanding that the Idaho Power Co. has applied for accelerated tax 
amortization certificates for 2 of the 4 projects (Brownlee and Oxbow) presently 
under consideration. 

We note with interest that the Federal Power Commission has considered 
these accelerated tax amortization certificates as having the effect of “interest- 
free loans,” and furthermore, has ruled that the benefits of these loans should 
be passed on to the stockholders of the recipient companies, rather than to the 
consumers, as requested by this and other organizations, 

Entirely aside from the question of the Government giving what in effect 
amounts to a tremendous subsidy to a company for developing a resource be- 
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longing, in the first instance, to the people, we believe that the application by 
the Idaho Power Co. for rapid tax writeoff certificates for 2 of the 3 projects 
‘aises another basic question. That is: Does the company actually intend to 
build only 2 of the 3 projects? 

In this connection, we note with interest the fact that the Idaho Power Co. 
first acquired the Oxbow site in 1916, but failed to apply for a license to develop 
the site until 1947, when the possibility of Federal development became apparent. 
If Idaho Power Co, now should be granted licenses to build the 3 projects, 
there is nothing, other than the prospect of losing the license, which would in 
unyway compel the Idaho Power Co. to build all 3 dams. If it built just 
one project, however, it would forever block full development of the Hells 
Canyon site 

The deficiency of the Idaho Power Co. plan therefore becomes compounded if 
the company fails to carry out in entirety even its inadequate plan. Such a 
possibility cannot and must not be permitted to occur; it can be prevented if 
this Commission rejects the application of the Idaho Power Co. and refers the 
project to Congress for full, comprehensive development, under section 7(b) of 
the Federal Power Act. 

Throughout the Federal Power Act, the public interest is made the paramount 
consideration of the Federal Power Commission in administering functions 
delegated to it (see secs. 4, 7, 10, 11 and 18). Certainly, few matters before 
your Commission have so vitally and deeply affected the public interest as the 
application by the Idaho Power Co. to build these three projects. 

At stake, in the first instance, is the question of providing more power, more 
flood control protection, and more of the multitude of other advantages which 
can be obtained only by maximum, comprehensive, fully-integrated regional de- 
velopment. 

But beyond the question of comprehensive versus partial development, as 
epitomized in this case, there is at hand a larger matter affecting not only the 
Snake River or the Pacific Northwest, but the future welfare of our country. 

For this case could be a bellwether in deciding the manner of future develop- 
ment of our natural resources. Depending upon the decision reached, we could 
continue to go forward, nationally, with a program carefully and painstakingly 
developed over a period of half a century, and which has sought to bring about 
the maximum of benefits for the maximum number of people in the development 
of our natural resources. Or, this case could well mark the initiation of a policy 
in which we content ourselves with only partial development of our resources, 
with the benefits being channeled into the hands of a fewer rather than a larger 
number of people. 

We cannot afford the latter course; it represents a travesty upon nature. 

In the interests of our national welfare, we strongly urge your Commission 
to reject the application of the Idaho Power Co., as failing to meet the test of 
comprehensive development defined in section 10 of the Federal Power Act. 


The committee has received resolutions endorsing Federal construc- 
tion of Hells Canyon Dam from the following: 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, Local Union No.: 


1697, Stevenson, Wash. 1332, Grand Coulee, Wash. 








550, Oakland, Calif. 
1478, Redondo Beach, Calif. 
319, Roanoke, Va. 
1296, San Diego, Calif. 
317, Aberdeen, Wash. 
1275, Clearwater, Fla. 
165, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
1379, North Miami, Fla. 
1571, San Diego, Calif. 
557, Bozeman, Mont. 
98, Spokane, Wash. 


1331, West Wareham, Mass. 


1599, Redding, Calif. 
574. Middletown, N. Y. 
2608, Redding, Calif. 
366, New York, N. Y. 
2917, Lakeland, Fla. 


2470, Chattanooga, Tenn. 
1708, Auburn, Wash. 
210, Stamford, Conn. 
1784, Chicago, Il. 

153, Helena, Mont. 

1597, Bremerton, Wash. 
1447, Vero Beach, Fla. 
1437, Compton, Calif. 
2949, Roseburg, Oreg. 
756, Bellingham, Wash. 
1350, Seymour, Ind. 
325, Paterson, N. J. 
215, LaFayette, Ind. 
80, Chicago, Tll. 

131, Seattle, Wash. 
769, Pasadena, Calif. 
180, Vallejo, Calif. 
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United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, Local Union No.—Con 


507, Nashville, Tenn. 1845, Snoqualmie, Wash. 
1818, Clarkesville, Tenn. 764, Shreveport, La. 
2974, Pittsburgh, Pa. 1773, Mandan, N. Dak. 
1289, Seattle, Wash. 1 Loy, mie x; 

1471, Jackson, Miss. 181, Chicago, Ill. 

54, Chicago, Il. 35, San Rafael, Calif. 


12, Boston, Mass. 1710, Mill Valley, Calif. 








200, Columbus, Ohio. 1480, Boulder, Colo. ‘ 
1143, La Crosse, Wis 166, Rock Island, Ill. 
942, Fort Seott, Kans 2851, La Grande, Oreg. 
17, Martins Ferry, Ohio. 10, Chicago, Il. 


Willamette Valley District Council, Lumber and Sawmill Workers, Eugene, Oreg. 

Executive Board of the Ohio State Council of the United Brotherhood of Cai 
penters and Joiners of America, Norwood, Ohio. 

Redwood District Council, Lumber and Sawmill Workers, Eureka, Calif. 

Mohawk Valley District Council of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America, Little Falls, N. Y. 

Kentuckiana District Council of Furniture and Woodworkers, Owensboro, Ky 

Wisconsin State Council, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Madison, Wis. 

Eastern District Council of Carpenters, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America, Norfolk, Va 

Thirtieth District Democratic Council, Auburn, Wash. 

velaware State Chamber of Commerce, Inc., Wilmington, Del. 

Adams County Cooperative Electric Co., Corning, Iowa. 

Rail y Conductors and Brakemen, DW-616, Auburn, Wash. 

United Brotherhood Shipwrights, Ship Joiners and Boat Builders, Seattle, Wash 

Polk County Building Trade Council, Lakeland, Fla. 

Solano County Buiiding and Construction Trades Council, Vallejo, Calif. 

The Executive Board of Gulf Coast District Council of Carpenters, Tampa, Fla 

Beet Sugar Refinery Employees, Local No, 21260, Missoula, Mont. 

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipe 
Mit r Industry of the United States and Canada, Local No, 32, Seattle, Wash 

Central Illinois District Council (U. B. of C. and J. of Am.), Pekin, I 

The Cooperative League of the U.S. A., Chicago 4, I11. 

United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipe 
Fitting Industry of the United States and Canada, Local No, 648, Pocatello, 


— 


Idaho. 
’ » i a 4 } 1 ] 41 
(Senator Anderson asked that there be In ried tne rec the 
following:) 
STATEMENT OF UNITED ASSOCIATION OF JOURNEYMEN AND APPRENTICES i] 
PLUMBING AND PIPE FITTING INDUSTRY OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANA 
Hon, CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Nenate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DreaAR Mr. ANDERSON: We believe that the ¢ tion of ie Ee Cai i Dan 
will be most helpful not only to those in the Pacific Northwest, but would also 


benefit directly and indirectly all the people of the United State For that 
reason We are Vitally interested in this matter. 

We, therefore, respectfully submit for your consideration a copy of the 
resolution that has been unanimously approved by the general executive board 
of the United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and 
Pipe Fitting Industry of the United States and Canada. It has just been heartily 
endorsed, in its entirety, by the officers and membership of this local unior 

Trusting you will give this resolution of ours very serious attention, I am 

Cordially yours, 
M. P. Howarp, 
Financial Secretary, Local Union 82 
Tacoma, Wash. 
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RESOLUTION FAVORING PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION OF HELLS CANYON DAM 


Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United States by 
Hon. Wayne L. Morse, senior Senator from Oregon, with the cosponsorship of 
29 other distinguished Senators, a bill known as 8. 1333, to authorize the Fed- 
eral Government to construct, operate, and maintain a public multipurpose 
dam to be known as Hells Canyon Dam, on the Snake River between Idaho 
and Oregon ; and 

Whereas the Idaho Power Co. now has pending before the Federal Power 
Commission a request for authority for private construction of three low-head 
private electric power dams on the Snake River at or near the site proposed 
for the public construction of the multipurpose Hells Canyon Dam, and such 
private construction would practically prevent the construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam; and 

Whereas public construction of the multipurpose Hells Canyon Dam promises 
immense and widespread benefits for industry, agriculture, and individuals in 
the Pacific Northwest, and the enrichment of our entire Nation, by providing 
a large supply of low-cost electric power, by aiding flood control, irrigation, soil 
conservation, and river transportation, and by furnishing new recreational 
facilities ; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, through its appropriate administrative 
agency, the Department of the Interior, is alone capable of developing the greatest 
remaining multiple damsite in the country for the realization of all the bene- 
ficial purposes that are envisioned ; and 

Whereas in contrast, the private construction of three smaller dams by the 
Idaho Power Co. at Hells Canyon would virtually deprive the American people 
of the vast benefits to be derived from the public construction of multipurpose 
Hells Canyon Dam, and would mean immediate gain for one private power 
company at the sacrifice of opportunities for the future growth and development 
of private enterprise on a much broader scale: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the 
Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of the United States and Canada go on 
record as favoring the immediate enactment of Senate bill 1338 for the public 
construction of Hells Canyon Dam, as essential for the full development of the 
rich natural resources of the Snake River Valley, which without such construc- 
tion would be impossible, and as a public undertaking that properly belongs to 
all American citizens acting in concert through their Federal Government; and 
be it further 





Resolved, That the United Association is firmly and basically opposed to any 
grant of authority to the Idaho Power Co., or other privately owned utility, to 
construct electric-power dams at or near Hells Canyon on the Snake River; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to Hon. James E. Murray, 
senior Senator from Montana and chairman of the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, to the Secretary of the Interior, Hon. Douglas McKay, and 
to the Federal Power Commission, in order that they may be advised of the 
position taken by the United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the 
Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of the United States and Canada. 

Martin P. DuRKIN, 
General President. 
Attest 
EpwarpD J. HiIttock, 
General Secretary-Treasurer. 

The above resolution being wholeheartedly concurred in, in its entirety, by 

Local Union No. 82 of Tacoma, Wash. 


STATEMENTS ON PHOSPHATE 


Senator Neurercer. I have for the record a series of statements on 
the phosphate situation in the Pacific Northwest which were presented 
to the Federal Power Commission and which I previously had per- 
mission to insert in the record. 
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The statements referred to are as follows :) 


SuMMARY OF STATEMENTS BY WITNESSES ON THE SUBJECT OF PHOSPHATE FERTI 
LIZER BEFORE THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, PROJECT No. 1971, IN THE 


VMArTreER OF IDAHO POWER CO. 
1. WITNESS JOHN W. SIMS 


Mr. John W. Sims, Columbus, Ohio, is president of the Central Farmers Fer- 
tilizer Co. of Chicago and general manager of the Farm Bureau Cooperative 
Association, Inc., of Ohio. He has had a long career related to farming and fer- 
tilizer, including 15 years with the Ohio organization, 9 years with private indus 
trv. and service with Michigan State College in agricultural extension activities. 

Hie states that the Farm Bureau Cooperative Association owns and operates 
five fertilizer plants in Ohio supplying approximately $6 million in fertilizer 
annually to farmers. He names 14 other organizations in 8 Midwestern States 
that are members of Central Farmers Fertilizers Co. and that engage in business 
similar to the Ohio organization. 

He states that for the past 10 years his organization has not been able to obtain 
ill the phosphatic materials it needs, and that it could have used about 20 percent 
more in 1952 had the materials been available. He sees no opportunity to obtain 
sufficient supplies in the next few years. For that reason, he wishes to see the 
Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. develop the Idaho phosphate deposits they own 
to produce materials higher in concentration than triple superphosphate. The 
higher concentration is necessary because of long freight hauls. He states that 
power will be needed to operate two or more electric furnaces and that the amount 

d price of power, as he understands it, would be more favorable from Hells 
Canyon Dam than from a group of small dams. He also believes that maximum 
power should be developed on the Snake River to foster industrial expansion and 
mployment and to éxpand markets for farm products. He states that the effects 


already obtained from Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams indicate a similar 


vorable development in the Hells Canyon area 


2. WITNESS GLEN W BUNTING 


Mr. Glen W. Bunting, Chicago, Ill, is manager of the Central Farmers Fertilizer 
Co. of Chicago. 

He states that this organization was incorporated in 1946 to provide fertilizer 
to its member organizations. It has acquired 2,500 acres of potential potash 
ands in New Mexico and 2,372 acres of phosphate land in Bear Lake and Caribou 
Counties, Idaho 

He names 15 member cooperative organizations serving 1,432,000 farmers, or 
SS percent of the farms in 15 States. In 1951, central farmers sold $7,321,000 of 

‘tilizer products including 88395 tons of phosphate fertilizer valued at 
$4,188,000. All of the phosphate fertilizer was bought from the TVA. It has 
not been possible to buy substantial tonnages from other domestic or foreign 
sources. <A deficiency has existed among the members for many years. In 1952, 
his organization could have used at least 150,000 tons of additional material. 

He describes the steps taken by his organization to prepare the Idaho deposits 
for mining and states that the investment made and committed to date is $1,350,- 
600. The ore deposits contain at least 10 million tons of high grade rock and 40 
million tons of low grade shale. He states that his organization intends to mine 
both low- and high-grade phosphate ore and produce calcium metaphosphate 
derived from phosphorus. 

Calcium metaphosphate cannot be produced economically from sulfuric acid. 
He states that this product containing 65 percent P.O; will save 41.3 percent on 
freight cost to midwestern farmers and will save storage and handling costs 
on the farm. He states that initial plant capacity would be 85,000 tons of P.O; 
or 130,000 tons of calcium metaphosphate, and that by 1960 capacity would 
probably be doubled. He points out the importance of the costs of electric power 
in producing phosphorus. <A difference in 1 mill per kilowatt-hour would mean 
a difference of $370,750 in annual operating costs of the plant. The initial power 
requirements would be between 45,000 and 50,000 kilowatts, and the ultimate 
requirement would be double. 

His best present estimate is that 4 mills per kilowatt-hour is the highest price 
he can afford to pay for power to produce calcium metaphosphate. This prive 
would have to be assured for a minimum of 15 years. He has been advised by 
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the Bonneville Power Administration that power at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour or 
less could be delivered to the proposed plant near Georgetown, Idaho, provided 
Helis Canyon Dam were built rhe Utah Power & Light has offered a rate of 
6.804 mills per kilowatt-hour, subject to changes in taxes and the price of coal 
Based on this rate, the annual power cost would initially be $1,138,830 higher than 
the cost of power if available from the Bonneville Power Administration. The 
Idaho Power Co. has advised that it does not have authority to sell power in the 


Georgetown area 

He estimates that the calcium metaphosphate program would immediately save 
farmers more than $3 million per year. The investment in mining and processing 
would amount to approximately $16 million in southeastern Idaho. Approxi 


mately 560 men would be employed. 
WITNESS CILARLES BAKER 


Mr. Charles Baker, Walla Walla, Wash., is general manager of the DPacifi 








Sup} Cooperative, an Oregon corporation. and vice president of the Wester 
Fertilizer Association, a Utah corporation 
He states that Pacific Supply was incorporated in 1933 and began doing busi 
ness in 1934. It produces and supplies a variety of products to farm coopera 
tives in the Pacific Northwest It has 183 farm cooperatives customers whi 
re members and supplies an additional 70 All cooperatives served by Pacific 
! serve some 75,000 farmers in the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 
Montana, and northern Californi: In the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952, the 
1 \ e of business is approximately $25 million of which $2 million was 
fertilizer Approximately $450,000 was in 11,000 tons of phosphate fert 
ile states that Western Fertilizer Association is owned by eight farm coopera 
es in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Utah. The largest own 
ers » rests in Pacific Suppl It was incorporated in 1947 for the primary pu 
pose of nding a source of phosphate fertilize it has leased some 1,400 acres 
hate lands in southeastern Idaho near Soda Springs from the Depart 
f f the Interio Until it is able to process its own rock, it has arranged t 
mite whatever phosphate fertilizer it can obtain from the TVA. During 
1 st calendar year, the association handled $599,068 of fertilizer, almost 
é ely 1 TVA products 
Hle states that Pacific Supply ould use a minimum of 25,000 tons of high 
vsis phosphate fertilizer per year at a competitive price, and possibly 
ple that amount in 10 yvears For the pst 12 years the organization has at 
l ne been able to get all the phosphate fertilizer required by its members 
Lis tes that Western Fertilizer has begun to deve QO] its fdaho deposits for 
mining and has purchased a plant site to process the rocl If low cost power 
be btained, they will in all probabili make phosphorus and h concen 
trate products. Otherwise, they will be forced t ise the sulfuric acid method 
nd limit their output to treble superphosphate. They might produce calcium 
metaphosphate through the electric furnace but could not do so with sulfuri 
cid 
Che deposits they control are estimated to run 25 million tons of high grade 


d approximately 75 million tons of low grade Hle states that the electri 

rnace method is more advantageous than the sulfuric acid process because the 
former process will permit the production of products not otherwise possible, 
and the utilization of all the rock instead of only the higher grade. 
The higher concentrated products possible with the electric furnace have the 
advantage of permitting longer distance shipments to market at a lower unit 
cost of transportation. In addition, the higher concentrated products save the 
farmers in costs of handling, hauling and storage. 

Iie states that his organization has made a number of surveys over a 5-year 
period of the processing of rock by the acid method and the furnace method. 
Among his conclusions he states that the furnace method has a definite advan- 
tage if low cost power not exceeding 3 mills per kilowatt-hour can be brought 
to the phosphate rock deposits as compared to the prices quoted on sulfuric 
acid. He has not been able to obtain assurance of a sufficient quantity of acid 
at a price he can afford to pay. 

He states that a price of slightly in excess of 5 mills per kilowatt-hour was 
discussed with the directors of Western Fertilizer Association by the President 
of Idaho Power Co. He states that discussions with the Bonneville Power 
Administration indicated that in the event Hells Canyon Dam were built and 
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wer integrated into the Federal grid and a transmission line were extended 


0 
o the phosphate fields, power could be made available at a price not to exceed 
> mills per kilowatt-hour. 

He states that if the acid process were used, only the higher grade rock could 
ye used Mining costs would probably be increased substantially, the price 
of the product would be higher, and consumption of fertilizer by farmers would 
¥¢ er He states that between 7,000 and 8.000 kilowatts would be needed to 
nror e 25.000 to 30,000 tons of concentrated superphosphate per year, but 
12.500 owatts might be required if a larger furnace were used. The initial 
I d mine development would probably cost between 34 and 4% million 
10 nd between $6 million and $7 million in 10 years. About 150 men would 
be « ved at first. 

o States the interest of the farmer customers in supporting Hells Canyon 
I) ther than Oxbow Dam in order to obtain maximum development of the 

sources of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, particularly with respect 
ui control, navigation, and power. Northwest farmers are interested in 
ndustrial development and larger home markets for farm products 
on will need the maximum amount of power that can be developed. 
4 WITNESS ROSCOE 1 BELI 
\i i coe E. Bell, Portland, Oreg s regional director in the Pacific North 
Bureau of Land Management of the Department of the Int r 
He 125 vears of experience in soil science and fertilizer ] le s of the 
We states 
thught in two western universities and served i t numb ‘ 
gencies, ce ng with problet if soil science, far i gen 
al economic He managed the 30,000 acre agricultural project s 
ut 10,000 Japanese re ted Utah d ry VW i War Il In re nt 
he made studies for the Bonneville Power Administration of ony 
nd the western phosphate fertilizer industry He became coordinat of 
hate progra of the De] t1 t of the Interioi na re ‘ I 
ht nan inte eC] t1 ! L ph pl S res hi « L¢ bit é 
l « | } l pare 
i he espon | eS | ed ( him by he Mine I l \ i 
g vith re ‘ o the devel ment of tl hosp! é oO ‘ 
] pu ma Lis nsib ! le ie } a ! il ~ 
( nd nsure tl le of phosphat eASOI 
lie indi t} G nt f the nl ‘ ir «¢ 
I a ) ) i s ibje tT ) ! \I ( l Le gy J ( 
portion er . public lands in other Weste > f HH re 
| t rihis il¢ t I phospl l CK s lo Lae I ‘ ! ‘ ‘ 
( Lil proc but not in ‘ furic acid pre ~ La t s 
sit é required to ( kpile for la r use the lov rade ¢ sil ey 
use them currently. Any development that would cause the use of both 
e would be favored by the Department of the Interio1 

| er of phosphate fertilizer producers in the West are fe it present, 

) of considerable siz New producers are desirable in order to ] e 
elition and to provide additional phosphate fertilizer to a million and a half 
lies in Western and Midwestern States New producers find it very 
obtain roc k deposits in Florida and Tennessee but find large area if 

vi publie lands available for lease 
He s es that it is his duty under the Mineral Leasing Act to keep informed 
te it is a reasonable price for fertilizer and as to ways for bringing about 
nin price as public lands are developed. He concludes that the greatest 
pportunities for reducing the cost of fertilizer to the farmer lies in methods to 
produce high concentrated fertilizer in order to reduce the cost of transportation 
and handling of the product. Low cost electric power is significant in the pro 
duction of phosphorus by the electric furnace method. This method has the ad 
vantage of producing more concentrated fertilizer products than the sulfuric acid 

nethod. 

He explains the limitations of an earlier study of which he is coauthor, com- 

ring the electric furnace and sulfuric acid methods. Although his conclusion 

hen was that the acid process was the most economical method for produ z 
é a 


ther phosphorie acid or concentrated superphosphate, he states that hanged 


onditions can change these conclusions by affecting the assumptions. He states 
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e of the changes that have ov ed. He also points out that his conclusion 
no t ring on the cost of wing 1 metaphosphate 
\] Rog Swanson Sp ‘ Wash., Sa ge OL t of the United States 
(rt : SUurve ol the De] tinent f the Interiol Lie is chief of the present 
rie veying and reappri ng ie esterhn phosphate deposits in Montana, 
\W I project has been underway tor over > years 
cle \{) Loe 
if ‘ este S te deposits de about 50 percent of the 
' as os ie ; s de oi as sid ona 
lf hie Ve ( _ t pro Cd ‘ tie ¢ the cumulative 
| ed S d lr 150 é é l held contributed 6.9 
‘ of the P.O ne i he l \ 
ile all ( { t f ‘ le il ( and high-grade 1 | 
‘ ( tt st a Co l Lle est tes 
0 t of tl ‘ res¢ s ei e Bea Rive! evion of 
| “ \ S neg ! | yhate 
\ 
l 1. M W ington, TD). C., is ( e Sec ry of A 
‘ f ‘ er programs S e 1944 ] has been cha 1a 
( \ Ie ] er Po vy < e Vepal ien Ll¢ si 
f Ss or ( ttee ¢ I ] i he Dx l nent 
e Land G1 t Coleges f ore efficient use of fertilizer and lime 
Hiss t t Ss rece S hie ma ise and needs for fertilizer, 
phosphate fertilizer Hie points to a need f a oo-percent increase 
P.O ‘ ize ip es between 1950 and 1955 sy 1975 he states that the 
nes ore than 215 times the 1 tnu ents used in 1950. Hestates 
for recent deficiencies in phosphate fertilizer has bee the shortage 
\ ng the ways of meeting this problem in the long run is to use the 
( e furnace to produce phosphorus. He also states that one opportunity to 
‘ he cost to the farmer of plant nutrients is to incrense the concentration 
ers. He states that a greater usage of western phosphate rock is desii 
le ft e expanding markets, and that the availability of low-cost power for 
g phosphate rock wouk ontribute to this objective 
7. WITNESS CHARLES FE. KELLO‘ 


Dr. Charles E. Kellogg, Washington, D. C., is Chief, United States Soil Survey 
of the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agriculture. He has had 
a long and distinguished career in soil science and is recognized nationally and 
internationally His statement mentions his many publications and his work 
both in this country and abroad 

He explains why soil or cr needs for fertilizer are greater than the market 
demand. He points to a number of sections of the country where the actual 
use of phosphate fertilizer is well below what would be the optimum use, par- 
ticularly in the Corn Belt of the Middle West, the wheat lands of the Great 
Plains, and the irrigated soils of the West 

He asserts that we are not using nearly enough phosphatie fertilizer nationally 





to give us efficient production. He states that the estimated need of 55 percent 
more phosphate fertilizer in 1955 as against 1950 would be revised to 200 or 300 
percent with the most efficient practices possible. He foresees a serious de- 


terioration of the productivity of American agriculture and the quality of food 
and fiber unless the use of phosphate on farms is increased substantially. 

To meet the greatly increasing needs, he observes, the aim should be to reduce 
freight charges. This can be done by judicial location of plants and by emphasis 
upon high-analysis products. It is imperative that we develop the western phos- 
phate deposits, especially by producing high analysis phosphates 


8. WITNESS KENNETH D. JACOB 


Mr. Kenneth D. Jacob, Beltsville, Md., is head of the Division of Fertilizer and 
Lime in the Agricultural Research Administration of the Department of Agri- 
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ure. He has been engaged in research on fertilizer, especially phosphati 
materia for 34 years. 
His itement presents the growth in the consumption of fertilizer in the 
Tl nite States since 1930 and the trend toward the use of higher analysis 
prod He also shows how the consumption of phosphate fertilizer has ex 
pa eatly in various regions, particularly in the North Central and 
West 1 areas He explains the causes of these trends, and indicate the 
ex nereases in the future, particularly the outlook for higher consumptiol 
e concentrated phosphate These trends would be favorably in 
( electric power a >» mil r less ype kilowatt-hour were a 
byle ( oOo the western phe phat deposits Tor the produc hn of pl pn 
high nceentratiot iteria vided the st of such produ 
d to tl farmer, did 1 exceed e delivered cost of P.O | 
li the Vantage Or produce wy pole pl te I¢ I 
e in ord t ice the e of sulfu icid, and the pron ry ou 
( \ meen ited produc im meta] hate 
I how he we ern depo have miter { thu 
roduct In 1, 76.6] ( ! ed rock came f1 I 
i 3 i ¢ ( ee ! On LOG ) 1 t ‘ 
‘ ‘ hal i West State ] GO pet f th 
iy e of t ion cos in pl hate fey 
g he ] ! ! rit n reducil he st t t 
tl by a uch as $20 a te nore 
) WITNI Si PO! Nv 
Mr. lL. G. Porter, Washington, D. C., is Chief of the Fertilizer Staff, P 
1 Marketing: Administration, Department of Agriculture. His res} 
bilities include appraising the needs for productive capacity 
He presents information on the location of phosphate fertilizer capacity by 
State d types of products, showing the large concentration in the south 
Atlanti« vion and the small capacity in the West. He compares expected 
lditions to capacity with 1955 requirements, showing the greatest expected 
f it to lie in the West North Central States. About four-fifths of phosphate 
fe er output is in the low concentrate form of ordinary superphosphat 
l lucers of this product may continue to expect to compete in certain areas 
but to lose out in markets requiring long freight hauls that may be more eco 


ically served with higher concentrated materials. While western phosphate 
«wk has no technical advantage over Florida rock, a greater use of the wester! 


deposits appears desirable in the National interest. 


10. WITNESS HARRY A. CURTIS 


Dr. Harry A. Curtis, Knoxville, Tenn., is a director of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and an outstanding international authority on phosphorus and phos 
phatic materials. He has taught engineering at various universities and has 
engaged widely in industrial work. He has served with various departments 
of the Federal Government, is the author of some 75 articles in technical books 
and journals and holds some 25 U. 8. patents, most of them on fertilizer prox 
esses and equipment. As chief chemical engineer for the TVA in 1933-1938, 
he launched the TVA’s fertilizer research and development program. 

His statement shows the authority under the TVA Act giving the TVA a 
direct interest in the development of the western phosphate deposits. He re 
views the TVA research program, the fact that the TVA has made many tests 
of western phosphate ores, and that TVA fertilizers are used in educational 
programs from coast to coast. 

He explains the advantages of producing phosphate fertilizers through the 
electric furnace; that low-grade ore can be used, whereas, only the higher grades 
can be used with sulfuric acid; that several concentrated materials can be pro 
duced but only one with sulfuric acid; that there are locational advantages with 
the electric furnace; and also conservation advantages with respect to using 
more of the rock deposits and replacing the use of a nonrenewable resource, 
sulfur, with an inexhaustible resource, water power. 

He concludes that cheap electric power in the West will promote utilization 
of western phosphates for chemical use and can aid some concerns in produce 
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shows the advantages of calcium metaphosphate which can 








be produced economically only through the electric furnace. He believes that 
the « ent trend toward the use of more concentrated fertilizers will continue 
it the ele ic furnace method of producing such materials is techni 
iperior to other method He shows how certain farm organizations can 
f¢ roduce pl phate ertilizer Ile expects production to increase by 
! the sulf c acid process and the electric furnace method, and by the latter 
‘ d particula if powel ble around 3 mills per kilowatt-hour in 
est phe ph ite flelds 
s oF JO Ww. §S 
i n Tc VW the Far Bur Cooperative Association, 
( O pre] I sé it e offices of the Farm Bureau 
( ype f " ( is, Ohio, « January 5, 1953, on behalf 
‘ ‘ Secret e Interior, Nor Public Power Association, 
( ) I ( t \Ss mm, i I { ron H Is Canyon ASSO 
W S ( e, | mers’ Educatio1 and Cooperative Union 
Am S enhors t t to avail themselves thereof, 
evid tl ed proces iZs or 
I of tl . J W. Sims therein 
‘ VN s | ene I rl B ( Be op 
( \ I d ti ‘ s, Oh I came to 
ears . re] ( livision. §S e that 
s d t I f manag ( Oj ons, then general 
l ( ido rganiz on, I spent 9 
ee ¢ | I of 61 3B i \ K CY, charge 
eM : Previ t S h Michigan State 
{ s ‘ I gent, and finally in charge of soils extension 
Vil Ss. 
I Bur Coo Assoc on is gar ition of farmers in 
O} res s ( | for f ers, aS well 
f g n | ( s and operates five fertilizer plants in 
Ohio supply appr ely I oO th of fert er annuall 
’ ‘ ( s the 15 orga t sw own the Central 
= | l é (< ( ( | Othe nie re Ss Toll S 
{ Ss Coopera s n, iians ( \I 
mB Servi ( liss« oe jefts ( \lo 
m | 1 Se I I M 
Farmers’ 1 n Cel I l I , ot. Pa [ini 
] sF - ply ¢ C} igo, I 
( ‘ 30 tio! ] Ir 
P I ( I I 
} e W i ip Ss, M 
’ S I ’ ~ ) » 
Miss« | ’ \ ia Inc., Col i, M 
Nebras N f Coo ve Ass«x t | 1, Nel 
N we Coope eM Inc., St. P Mir 
QO} | rs’ G &S 1D Ass mn, I toria, Ohio. 
Wisconsin Cooy Farm Plant Foods, M Wis. 
I l ‘ ers of Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. operate in a manner 
siz t I 1] ‘ ‘ D tive Asso tion, Ine. 
I pr s statement as president of Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. I will 
ise dat ‘ Oh is ng I all members of the above organization. 
é ka ure ( c e ASSO¢ ition In ir hases phosphate ro k 
S ‘ ph yhate, as is carriers of nitrogen 
: sh fr seve ! egular hannels 
T f 3] als has been below our requirements for the 
pas ) S ( { r farmers \ used approximately 
20 I . als 1952 | t been available. We see 
I in » sufficie ir needs in the next tew years. 
ve reé ‘ leeply interested that the Central Farmers 
Fé Cx eve » the Ik eposit which they own for the production of 
} t naterials higher concentration than triple superphosphate. This 
ecessary because of long freight hauls. 
l'o develop the te lands owned by Central will require sufficient elec- 
r f y oO operate r more electric furnaces This will require, as 


ee 
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ve understand, more power than will be provided by a group of small dams 
proposed by a regional power company and at the same time the cost of power 
would be much greater than would be the case if one large dam was built, such 
as proposed at Hells Canyon. This, in the opinion of Ohio farmers, would be 
a waste of the natural resources of our country. 

We also believe that maximum power should be devolped on the Snake River 
to pro e for industrial expansion and industrial employment, Farm products 


are used largely by industrial employees. Our study of the Grand Coulee and 


Bone e Dams as to the effect on amount of power developed, cost of such 
powel the industrial development incident to the power development are 
certai favorable to a similar development in the Hells Canyon area. 


STATEMENT OF GLEN W. BUNTING 


nent of Glen W. Bunting, Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., Chicago, 


I prepared by himself at the offices of the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., in 
( lil., on January 9, 1952, on behalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the 
Inte r, Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development 
\ ion, Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, Washington State Grange, 
I ners’ Educational and Cooperative Union of America, and such other inter 
vellors as may elect to avail themselves thereof, for the purpose of presentation 


evidence in the above styled proceedings or as an offer to stipulate as the 
testimony of the said Glen W. Bunting therein, on interrogatories prepared by 


Leon Jourolmon, attorney : 


i) tion I 
Please state your name, title, organization, address, and how long in your 
present position or with the present organization? 
\nswer. My name is Glen W. Bunting. I am manager and secretary-treasurer 
J 


f ti Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., located at 608 South Dearborn Street, 


ol ( 


Chicago, lil. I have served in the present capacity since the corporation was 


incorporated in February of 1946. 


Question 

What are the activities of your organization? 

Answer. The activities have been limited to the purchase of fertilizer materials 
for shareholders together with research and exploration in an effort to insure 
continuity of supply of phosphate and potash, two of the three basic ingredients 
of the fertilizer business. Potash exploration work has consisted of core drill 
ing on five locations on State and Government land in New Mexico in the search 
for potash. At present some 2,500 acres of potential potash land is in the con- 
trol of the corporation. 

lo insure a supply on phosphatie fertilizer 2,372 acres of land situated in 
Bear Lake and Caribou Counties, Idaho, are under control by purchase agree 
ment with Stockholders Syndicate, a California corporation. 


Please give the names of member organizations, names of States in which 
located, and the total number of farmer members. 


\nswer. The member organizations are shareholders of this corporation, 
consist of the following and their operations are in the States designated: 
Cousumers Cooperative Association, 318 East 10th Street, Kansas City, Nebr 

Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, Iowa, South Dakota, Nebraska, Colorado. 

Farm Bureau Cooperative Association, 245 North High Street, Columbus, Ohio: 

Ohio. 5 “of 
Farm Bureau Services, Inc., 221-227 North Cedar Street, Lansing, Mich.: Mich 

igan. 


Farmers Union Central Exchange, P. O. Box G, St. Paul, Minn.: Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, South Dakota, Iowa. 

[llinois Farm Supply Co., 100 East Ohio Street, Chicago, Ill.: Mlinois. 

lowa Plant Food Co., 10th and Grand Avenue, Des Moines, Iewa: Iowa. 

Midland Cooperative Wholesale, 739 Johnston Street, Minneapolis, Minn.: Wis 
consin, Minnesota, Lowa. 

Minnesota Farm Bureau Service Co., 101 East Fairfield, St. Paul, Minn.: Min 
hnesota, North Dakota, Wisconsin. 

Missouri Farmers Association, 201 South Seventh Street, Columbia, Mo.: Mis 

uri 
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Farm Bureau Service Co. of Missouri, 201 East Capital Avenue, Jefferson City, 
Mo Missouri 
Neb ka Non Stock Cooperative Association, 309 Federal Securities Building, 


Lineoln, Nebr.: Nebraska 
Northwest Cooperative Mills, 635 North Fairview Avenue, St. Paul, Minn.: Wis 
I Minnesota, Iowa, South Dakota 
Ohio Farmers Grain & Supply Association, South Countyline Street, Fostoria, 


Wi sin Cooperative Farm Plant Foods, 18 South Thornton Avenue, Madison, 
VW Wiseconsil 
I Farm Bureau Cooperative Association, 47 South Pennsylvania Street, 
I is, Ind Indiana 
‘ I trol f the a members na static figure As of July 
49 e fart trons t ed 1,452,000 or apy x tely SS percent of the tot 
es ere i¢ onnted 
() 
\\ s the annual volun of business by Central Farmers (say 1951)? What 
d s are distributed? Whi: s the volume in ns and dollars sold of phos 
hate fertilizer in sa 1951 What is the a ial or estimated percentage of 
te fertilizer used | embers that was supplied by Central Farmers in 
1a 
‘ r) ile mi 1951 was $7,321,000. The products distributed 
‘ superpl ite, « um metaphosphate, fused tricalcium phos 
} ‘ ! t mal ny f f ported nitrogen fertilizer 
sphate 1 t SS, ) ving a sales volume of 
$4,188,000. Wel eno a ite figures to indicate the percentage of phosphate 
fertiliz this corporation supy 1 in relation to the total requirements of the 
1D reho S 
Wu ef 


What was the tonnage of P.O, contained in the 88,595 tons of phosphate ferti- 
er sold in 1951 by Central Farmers? 


\! 13.047 tons of P.O 
Question ¢ 


What organizations or companies are sources of supply for phosphate fertilizer 
d by Central Farmers? 

Answer. The phosphate fertilizer purchased by this corporation has been pro- 
duced by the Tennessee Valley Authority at Wilson Dam, Ala. Numerous negoti- 
ations have been made with other domestic and foreign producers but without 


taining any contracts for tonnage 


Question 


What were the problems preventing the « mpleti« n of negotiations to buy 


osphate fertilizer from other domestic and foreign producers? 

Answer. We were unable to find any domestic producer willing to contract fo1 
a substantial tonnage for shipment into the midwest area. Foreign producers are 
apparently able to dispose of their production to other foreign countries at prices 
substantially higher than those prevailing in this country. 


Question & 


Has Central Farmers been able to obtain all of the quantities of the various 
grades of phosphate fertilizer needed for its markets? 

Answer. No. We have had demands in excess of supply of phosphatic fer- 
tilizer for each individual month since the corporation was incorported. 

Owe stion Y 

For how many years has this deficiency situation existed? How large was the 
deficiency in 1952? 

Answer. As stated above the deficiency of supply has existed ever since this 
corporation was formed, and for many years prior to 1946 the supply was inade- 
quate to meet the demands in the midwestern area. To help solve the shortage 
of supply was the reason this corporation was incorporated. To accurately 
measure the extent of the deficiency and supply is difficult to evaluate. On the 
basis of triple superphosphate we could have utilized at least 150,000 tons of 
additional material in 1952. However, if we could have known two years 
earlier that the tonnage would be available, additional facilities would be 


Q” 
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eht into being that would permit utilizing two or three times this amount 
I 


wr in the range of 300,000 to 400,000 additional tons of triple superphosphate o1 


he equivalent in calcium metaphosphate 


Lil 


Que stion 10 

During the period of shortages, what has been the price trend for phosphate 
fe} zeyr bought by Central Farmers? Illustrate the changes in prices to farmers 
na typical grade of fertilizer at a specific location during the period of short 


\l er. The price trend in fertilizer has been gradually higher as about 


25 percent of the farmer’s price paid tor fertilizer represents freight on fert 
lize iterials From 1939 to 1951 all fertilizer materials advanced in price 
to the farmer 42.5 percent (Statistical Abstract of United States, 1951, Bureau 
e Census, page 2S0 From 1944 to 1952 the price on 0-20-20 in Illinois 
} ivanced from $49.12 per ton to $62.60 per ton The more concentrated 
f fertilizer have advanced a smaller percentage as the higher the con 
m the less freight cost affect the total price 
1] 
Do you have a map showing by States the OPS wholesale ceiling prices per 
fr P.O 
Answer. The attached outline map of the United States has shown repre- 
sentative OPS ceiling prices for bulk superphosphate. All prices are on a per 


nit DASIS 


Question 12 
Was this map prepared under your direction? By whom? 
Answer. Yes, this map was prepared in our office under my direction by Mr. 


Lawrence Rutstrom. 


Ou m 1 

[explain what is meant by the price per unit of P2Os. 

({nswer. In phosphate as well as other fertilizer materials the price is com- 
monly quoted at so much per unit A unit being 1 percent of a ton, namely, 
ordinary superphosphate which contains 20 percent P.O; when priced at $20 
per ton would be equivalent to $1 per unit. 


Question i4 

From what grade of phosphate fertilizer was this price computed? 

\nswer. Ordinary superphosphate, namely, that type of phosphate fertilizer 
that is produced by the combination of sulphuric acid and raw rock phosphate. 
The P.O; content of such product generally ranges from 18 to 21 percent P.O 


Question 165 

What is the source used for the ceiling prices? 

Answer. Ceiling price regulation No. 137 issued by the Office of Price Sta 
bilization April 21, 1952. 

Question 16 

Explain the meaning of this map. 

Answer. The meaning of the map is simply this: That the price of phosphate 
fertilizer increases almost directly in proportion to the distance from the phos- 
phate fields in the area adjacent to Tampa, Fla. It is readily apparent that the 
dominant factor making up the price of ordinary superphosphate is the cost of 
tock phosphate and the cost of sulfuric acid. Naturally, as rock is shipped from 
Florida, freight on the rock increases the raw-material cost. It is interesting to 
note that seacoast points in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia is 2 
cents per unit lower cost than for production points inland from the coast. The 
freight on the rock, of course, is only one element of the raw-material require 
ment and sulfuric acid is the other. Sulfur is usually shipped to the point of 
consumption where it is converted to sulfuric acid. It is cheaper to ship sulfur 
in the dry form than it is to ship sulfuric acid as the latter requires shipping 
approximately 3 times the tonnage and consequently is an uneconomical practice. 


Vuestion 17 

Take the price of 72 cents per unit at East Tampa, Fla. What kind of phos 
phate fertilizer is available in that market? 

Answer. This would be ordinary superphosphate ranging from 18 to 20 percent 
available P.O;. The price at East Tampa of 72 cents a unit is likewise at OPS 
ceiling price for production at Agricola, Bartow, Nichols, and Pierce, Fla. 
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Question 18 

Where does the acid come from? 

Answer. The sulfuric acid used in the phosphate fertilizer industry in Florida 
originates as elemental sulfur from the brimstone production along the gulf 
coast of Louisiana and Texas. It is shipped to Florida as sulfur where it is 
converted to sulfuric acid 
Question 19 

Take the price of $1.14 per unit at Pocatello, Idaho. Is phosphate fertilizer 


made there? 
Answer. Yes; by the Simplot Fertilizer Co. 


Question 20 


What process is used? 


Answer. Wet process, using sulfuric acid, 


Question 21 
What grade does Simplot make‘ 


Auswer. The product produced is 18 to 20 percent available P2Os. 


Our stio 

How do you know? 

Answer. On the basis of conversation with Mr. Simplot and his operating per- 
sonnel, I have physically examined the product on farms in southern Idaho 


Where does the acid come from that Simplot uses? 
Answer. It comes from Salt Lake City (Garfield). 


(ue stion 1 

Why is the price in Pocatello higher than at East Tampa? 

Answer. One of the dominant factors in cost of producing superphosphate is 
the cost of sulfuric acid delivered to the point of use. The shipment of sulfuric 
acid from Salt Lake City to Pocatello, Idaho,’ is no doubt the most dominant 
factor accounting for the higher price at Pocatello as compared to East Tampa. 


Ou stion 25 

The map shows that the prices in the Midwestern States and Far Western 
States are higher than in Florida. Why is this? Where do these States get 
their rock? 

uswer. As stated previously the price increases almost directly in propor- 
tion to the destination from Florida where more than 8) percent of the rock 
originates that is used to produce phosphate fertilizer in this country. Practically 
all phosphate rock used in the midwest is shipped from Florida to midwestern 
points where it is combined with sulphuric acid to produce superphosphate. The 
rock used in Idaho, Washington, and California originates from the western 
phosphate deposits in Utah and Idaho principally. 

Question 

What do you mean by 0-20-20 fertilizer? 

Answer. It is the universal practice to identify all soluble fertilizer material 
by a system of three digits wherein the first digit designates the percentage 
of nitrogen as expressed in the element “N’’. The second digit designates the 
percentage of P.O; and the third digit designates the percentage of K.0. A 
0-20-20 designates a fertilizer containing 20 percent P.O; and 20 percent K.O 


Ouestion 27 


What do you mean by 0—-65-0 fertilizer? 
Answer, 0-650 simply designates that the product does not contain any nitro- 
gen but contains 65 percent P20; and no potash. 


Question 28 

Hias Central Farmers been able to assure itself from present sources of an 
adequate supply of the kinds of phosphate fertilizer needed for the next few 
vears? 


Answer. No. 
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Ouestion 29 

What is the outlook for improving this supply to Centra! Farmers? 

Answer. The present outlook is that the demand for phosphate fertilizer will 
increase faster than the increase in available supply for the midwest during the 
next 5-year period. 


Question bl 


What has Central Farmers done about going into the phosphate fertilizer 


isiness itself? What steps has it taken to secure phosphate rock? At what 
location? What are the estimated reserves in high and low grade rock ? 

(ns r. Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. has acquired through contract of 
purchase a substantial ph sphate deposit located for the most part in Be; 


Lake County, Idaho. This phosphate land is estimated to contain at least 10 
7 tons of high grade (52 percent P.O;) phosphate rock and 40 million tons 
of grade (24 percent P.O;) shale 


( stion 31 


What development has thus far occurred in preparing the deposits for mining ? 
Ove hat period has this development taken place? What has this development 
far, including the cost of the reserves and the developmental work ? 

Answel The property has been prospected during five summers to carefully 
aluate the nature and extent of the phosphate deposits and the most appro 
priate method of mining to fully utilize the phosphate contained therein. The 
money invested to date for the purchase of property and the prospecting work 


has amounted to $775,000. The additional commitments now under contract call 
for an additional expenditure of $575,000. 


What are the plans of Central Farmers with respect to producing phosphate 
f« izer? What kinds and grades of fertilizer does Central Farmers wish to 
produce 

Answer It is the intention of this corporation to mine both the low grade 
and high grade phosphate ore utilizing a low grade for the production of ele 
mental phosphorus. The elemental phosphorus would then be burned in a special 
designed furnace into which would be fed finely ground high grade rock phos 
phate and some high grade lump rock phosphate for the production of caleium 
metaphosphate (0-65-0). 


Question 33 


What are the advantages of this grade over other grades from the viewpoint 
of Central Farmers? What wiil be the benefits to farmer members in buying 
this grade as against triple super or ordinary super? 

Answer The advantages of calcium metaphosphate to the midwestern 
farmers is first one of economics, as a product containing 65 percent P.O; affords 
a savings in freight cost of 41.3 percent to midwestern farmers. Less storage 

pace is required on the farm; less labor is involved in spreading; cost and time 
required for planting crops is naturally reduced when the number of bags of 
fertilizer is reduced by 40 percent. 

The three types of basic phosphatic fertilizer material, namely, ordinary super 
containing 20 percent P.O;, triple superphosphate containing 46 percent P.O; and 
calcium metaphosphate containing 65 percent P.O; might be likened to Ford 
automobiles. The ordinary 20 percent superphosphate is like the Model T car 
and performed a useful purpose when nothing better was available. The Model 
A, When introduced, represented certain advantages the same as might be 
likened to triple superphosphate; whereas the V—8 Model Ford for most pur 
poses today represents a more desirable form of transportation and likewise 
calcium metaphosphate represents a more desirable type of phosphatic fertilizer 
aud is more in keeping with the technologic advances of our time. 

Question 34 

Explain how you compute the savings in freight cost of 41.3 percent to mid 
Western farmers in using 65 percent, P2Os. 

Answer. Where two fertilizer materials cost the same to produce on a per unit 
basis the only variation in cost at point of delivery is due to the variation in 
freight cost. The freight cost on a ton of fertilizer material containing 65 
percent P.O; is the same as the freight cost per ton of fertilizer containing 4% 
percent P:Os. 


62506-—55 m4 











S40 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


For example, the present rail rate for shipping one ton of fertilizer from 
J pelier, Idaho to Burlington, lowa is $12.75 per ne ton. In the case of 
Cui im metaphosphate 1 ton contains 65 percent P05 or 1,300 pounds of 
P.O; and the freight cost is 0.98 cent per pound of P.O If the same quantity 
if POs is Shipped in triple superphosphate containing 46 percent P2Os5 than 2825 
inds of fertilizer material would have to be shipped The freight cost of 
g 252) ye ids 1.4125 tons would be $18.02 or 1.586 cents pel pound of 
PO L3s6 cents is 41.4 percent more than 0.935 cent 
Ou 0} 


Has Central Farmers polled its members as to the kind of phosphate fertilizer 


ie Vill DuYV ? 

Answer. The reason for creating Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. in the first 
place was to aid the stockholders in ataining an adequate supply of phosphate 
in the most economical form Only companies desiring low cost concentrated 
phospl e subscribed for stock in this corporation The total requirements of 
the Va ; shareholders exceed what we believe is a practical operating capacity 

ra ne enterprise. We have calculated that the maximum quantity of prod 
uct that should be produced initially would be 85,000 tons of P.O; or 130,000 tons 
of calcium metaphosphate 
Ou ‘ 

rh igh what individuals or organizations have studies been made for Central 
Farmers of the costs and feasibility of producing fertilizer? When were these 

‘ made? What has been the total cost to Central Farmers of all such 
dies 

Al el We have employed outside engineering companies, namely, Day & 
Zimmermann, Inc., of Philadelphia, Pa., and Vern E. Alden Co. of Chicago, I] 


The cost of these engineering surveys has been approximately $38,000. The 


i 


studies were completed in 1951 
Ouestion 37 


What are the essential materials and other factors needed to produce meta? 
Can it be produced with sulfuric acid? 

Answer. The only materials needed for the production of calcium metaphos- 
phate are elemental phosphorus, rock phosphate, air, and water for cooling the 
combustion chamber. This product cannot be produced economically using 
sulphurie acid. 


Question 3S 
: 


How much electric power in kilowatt-hours is needed to produce the amount of 
phosphorus necessary to produce one ton of meta? What would be the cost of 
electric power in one ton of meta if power costs per kilowatt-hour, 3 mills, 4 
mills, 5 mills, and 6 mills, respectively. 

Answer. 2,827 kilowatt-hours are required to produce 1 ton of calcium meta- 
phosphate containing 65 percent available P.O;. The total power cost at 8 
mills per kilowatt-hour would amount to $8.48 per ton, at 4 mills $11.31 per ton, 


at 5 mills $14.13 per ton, at 6 mills $16.96 per ton. 
Question 359 


How much power is needed to produce one ton of phosphorous? 
Answer. 13,600 kilowatt-hours. 


Quextion 40 


How many tons of meta per year does Central Farmers contemplate as the 
capacity of its proposed project and to what capacity does Central Farmers 
wish to be able to expand ultimately? By what ultimate year? 

Answer. The initial project has been calculated to produce 85,000 tons of 
P-O; which would be equivalent to 130,000 tons of calcium metaphosphate. This 
project would be doubled if adequate power was available. If the initial opera- 
tion could commence in 1956 the plant would probably be doubled in capacity 
by 1960 


Ouestion 41 


What amount of sulfur and what amount of sulfuric acid would be needed to 
produce the amount of P.O; in 130,000 tons of calcium metaphosphate? 

Answer. It would require 57,460 tons of sulfur or 172,360 tons of 100 percent sul- 
furic acid to produce the amount of P.O; in concentrated superphosphate as con- 
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ined in 130,000 tons of calcium metaphosphate. It requires .68 pound sulfur 
o produce 1 pound P.O; in concentrated superphosphate—United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture data. Actually the requirement of sulfur is slightly more as 


this figure does not take into account the loss in sulfur when converting to sulfuric 
acid. The exact amount of acid required to produce a pound of P.O; in fertilizer 
will vary Slightly as the amount of iron and aluminum in rock phosphate is not a 


ed percentage. This figure of 0.68 pound of sulfur is required to produce a pound 
of P.O; in concentrated superphosphate is as accurate as can be without having 
the exact chemical analysis of a specific rock phosphate. 


Our on 42 


Explain how these figures are computed? 


Auswer. 130,000 (tons O-65-0) x65 percent X68 percent=—57,400 tons sulfur 
Che formula for sulfuric acid is H.SO The molecular weight is 98. Atomic 
weight of sulfur is 32—thus one part sulfur makes 3 parts sulfuric acid. 
yucstion 4: 


What would be the total difference in costs of producing meta for the initial 

pacity, and what would be the total difference in costs of producing meta fo1 
the ultimate capacity for each mill difference in the cost of electric power? 

Answer. For each 1 mill difference in the cost of electric power it would 
change the annual cost of operation $570,750 on the basis of producing at 130,000 
tous of calcium metaphosphate per year. A 1 mill difference in cost of power 

uld reflect an increase or decrease in operation expense of $741,500 on the basis 
of doubling the capacity of the initial plant. 

ruestion 44 

What is the approximate estimated cost of producing meta per ton? What 
elements are included in this cost figure? By what percentage would the esti 
mated cost of meta increase for each 1 mill increase in the cost of electric power ? 

Answer. According to Day & Zimmermann calculations the cost of producing a 
ton of calcium metaphosphate would be $49.80. More recent TVA cost data in- 
dicate $48.06. This includes the cost of all raw materials, processing expense, 
taxes, insurance, and amortizing fixed investment over a 10-year period. Using 
the Day & Zimmermann’s figure, an increase in the cost of power in 1 mill per 
kilowatt would increase the cost of calcium metaphosphate 5.32 percent. 
Out fion 40 

What is the highest price for electric power that would justify the production 
of meta? 

Answer. Our best present estimate of the maximum cost we can afford to pay 
for power is 4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


Question 46 

For how many years must this price be assured to justify the overall invest- 
ment? 

Answer. A minimum of 15 years. 


A iestion 47 


What is the estimated total kilowatts of power demand needed for the initial 
plant and for what vhe ultimate capacity toward which Central Farmers 
wishes to plan? 

Answer. The initial plant would require between 45,000 and 50,000 kilowatts 
with an ultimate requirement of 90,000 to 100,000 kilowatts. 


Question 48 


With what utility systems has Central Farmers discussed power supply? What 
has been the best offer received fer what amount of power for what period of 
time at what price per kilowatt-hour? What has been the next best offer? What 
is the estimated difference in cost of production of the entire output per year of 
the initial plant and of the ultimate capacity based on the best offer and the 
next best offer? 

Answer. We have discussed the possibility of adequate power supply with the 
Bonneville Power Administration, Utah Power & Light Co., and the Idaho Power 
Co. The best contingent offer has been made by Bonneville Power Administration 
who has indicated a willingness to supply power into our area providing the pro- 
posed Hells Canyon Dam could be constructed. It has been represented to us 
that the uniform power rate of Bonneville Power Administration would be ap- 
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plicable to power delivered to our proposed plant in the vicinity of Georgetown 
Idaho, and that the rate would be 3 mills per kilowatt-hour or less. 

Our next best offer from the Utah Power & Light Co. who has indicated that 
to supply firm power for our proposed plant would necessitate a rate of 6.804 mills 
per kilowatt if operations were on the basis of 90 percent load factor. Such rate 
would be subject to change to reflect any adjustments due to a change in taxes o1 
the delivered price of coal. For our initial contemplated electric furnace plant 
the annual power cost from the Utah Power & Light Co. would be $1,138,830 
above the cost of power if available from the Bonneville Power Administration 
If our ultimate plant capacity would be exactly doubled then the difference in 
>t} 


power cost per year would be $2,277, 66 


etio j 
Our ? f 


Have you asked the Idaho Power Co. for power? 


Answel The Idaho Power Co. has represented to us that they do t nave 


thority to sell power in the Georgetown, Idaho, area 


Ouestior } 


In the event that low cost Federal powel d es not be ne avai able, What wiilt 


' aru s do about producing fertilizer? 
Answer. I he event low cost Federal power does not become available we 
t at this time make any definite statement as to the course of action to 








cCannoO il 

be taken by this corporation. Obviously the farmers of the Midwest must have 
phosphate fertilizer. If they cannot purchase the most economical type of 
phosphate fertilizer, calcium metaphosphate, they will be obliged to use the 
alternative kinds such as triple superphosphate and ordinary superphosphate 
even though the cost is more. We estimate that our calcium metaphosphate 


program would immediately yield a benefit to the farmers of more than $3 million 
savings per year, but this is only a fraction of the total savings to American 
agriculture that would grow out of the more concentrated fertilizer prograim we 
intend to initiate. The investment in mining and processing would amount 
approximately $16 mililon. All of this investment would be in southeastern 
Idaho For the operation of such a plant approximately 560 men would be 
employed. Our performance and savings would be greatly multiplied as private 
industry will undoubtedly double the same type of operations. It is our hope 
that at least 10 plants of the size we contemplate will be built by private industry 
to assist in meeting the needs for phosphate in American agriculture. 

Question 51 

How do you compute the $3 million savings per year if you produce 130,000 
tons of calcium metaphosphate ? 

Answer. To evaluate the savings to farmers from the production of 130,600 
tons of calcium metaphosphate it is necessary tT » consider what farmers nre usi eZ 
today The average analysis of mixed fertilizer sold in the United States for 
1950-51 was 4.18-11.03-8.98. If we had 130,00 tons of calcium metaphosphate 
the analysis in the Midwest would be double the present analysis. For example 


the average mixed fertilizer, calcium metaphosphate would be 8-22-18 
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It is apparent from these figures that doubling the concentration of fertilizer 
will reduce the cost about $14.50 per ton of the more concentrated fertilizer. The 
phosphate carriers being 65 percent P.O; permits this more concentrated ma j 


and one ton of calcium metaphosphate will supply the P.O; needed to produce 
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LLS ( 


having an average analysis of 22 percent P.O; Technically 
ould supply P:O; for 2.9545 tons of fertilizer containing 22 


us 1 ton of calcium metaphosphate would permit a savings of 
$43.50 equals $5,655,000 total savings if all 130,000 


130,000 


produce high analysis mixtures. On the basis of 50 percent 


calcium metaphosphate being used in high analysis mixtures 
be reduced to $2,827,500 annually. The sale of 65,000 1 f 
hate would save the farmer about $16 per ton compared to 

now available. $16 per ton savings 


and 45 percent product 
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The tatement of Charle Baker, Pacific Supp 
Wash.,. taken at the Multnomah Hotel, in Portland, © 
hehalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the Interior, 
Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development 
Canvon Association, Washington State G 
operative Union of America, and suc 
themselves thereof, for the purpose of 
styled proceedings 
Baker therein 


Question J 


Mr. Baker, please state your hame 
hold in the Pacific Supply Cooperati 
Answer. My name is Charles Baker 
yr of Pacific Supply Cooperative. 
flice Box 1004 
tion 
Do you also have a position in the W 
Answer. [ also am vice presid 
of the fact that Pacific Su 
is corporation, holding app 


corporation. 


Ouestion 6 


Mr. Baker, what is the Pacific Supply Cooperative 

Answer. Pacific Supply Cooperative is a wholesale farm marketing and su] 
ply cooperative-organized under the laws of the State of Oregon for the pur 
pose of purchasing farm supplies for local farm cooper ‘s in the Northwe 


and marketing certain products produced by farme 
Question } 
When was it established? 


Answer. It was incorporated in December 1933 and began ing busine 
June of 1934. 

Question 5 

What are its major business activities, Mr. Baker? 

Answer. It is engaged primarily in the supply field, of producing and supply 
ing petroleum products to farm cooperatives in the Pacific Northwest, 1 
facturing and distributing insecticides and fertilizer for farmers in the 
general area, distributing on a wholesale basis farm machinery, general 
supplies such as steel products, aluminum products and kindred items, 
motive requirements, seed, feeds and grain products. In the marketing field 
Pacific’s primary work to date has been done in the marketing of field seeds which 
are produced on a large scale in the Pacific Northwest and marketed through 
out the entire Nation. 

Question 6 

What organizations does the Pacific Supply Cooperative serve and how many 
customers does it have? 

Answer. Pacific Supply Cooperative presently has 133 local farm cooperatives 
throughout the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, northern California, and 
western Montana. In addition, it supplies some 70 other cooperatives that are 
not members of Pacific but who handle the products which Pacific distributes 
The local cooperative association served by Pacific in turn serve presently some 
75,000 individual farmers in the above mentioned territory 


Question 7 


Do you have the breakdown of that by States—the five States you mentioned ? 

Answer. By States the farms served in approximate numbers are: 10,000 in 
the State of Washington, 40,000 in the State of Oregon, 25,000 in the State of 
Idaho, 1,500 in western Montana, and 500 in northern California. 


Question 8 


Can you give us the dollar volume of all the business handled in the most recent 
year for which you have data? 
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ol volume of business transacted on wholesale capacity 
e ~ | year ending June 50, 1952, approximated »>m 
nis ‘ e was e tert er business ? 
IACI l ‘ ST at Vus Si } Vinh excess f S? mill 
' ers 
) > 000 w n phosphate fertilizer May I add 
SUD | CS ed D ack of adequate suppl eS, 
if ( \ l j t how 1 a 
! \ i erin nad in) 
ive pute fiscal year pproximate 
I 1,000 t was pl ( Cl Phosphate fertilizer 
i eb per ph hate, and the phosphat 
( ’ : | Liz Associa ) LOU 
~ DOSS ) ll ti e Té 7 { ore co 
l I eC! i on I Oo! ‘ Zt Maer i 
elg el rie ‘ il tT thnem tarm coopeli 
( ( \ ing | i nad | h 5 is corporat 
1¢ it vie DO ] ive 1e* 
‘ ‘ I { respect to f 
t ‘ est in order to supt 
| y sl I nceorporation took ste 
ve ‘ l ¢ “ el 1 aeres f phosphate | 
~ I » taking this step t« I 
t t S h e ) hic we ex] 
‘ e i rranged wit 
h t ! to n e ava bie a 
wekhol ations, and state, if you can, how 
g e re] by these various organizations? 
it k ‘ embers of Western Fertilizer Association a1 
es ] Suppl th e are Washington Cooperative Farmers 
\ y h approximatel 5,000 farmer members; the 
ge \ e of Sp kane, Wash., with 2,000 members; North- 
Wen Wash., with 50 members: the Idaho Egg Products, 
i OF members: Utah Egg and Poultry Association, Salt 
A ( cx pel \ ‘ lation, Salt Lake City with 
nd t Ut arm Bureau, Salt Lake City, with 7,500 members 
f the dollar volume of all the business conducted by Western 
it during your most recent calendar or fiscal year, as the 
t v me of siness handled by Western Fertilizer Associ- 
ecent calen r year consisted almost entirely of the products 
by TVA, and which amounted to $599,068. The limited volume 
ern is occasioned by the fact that no additional supplies were 
urse, ie individual members of Western Fertlizer, because of 
» of lizers in the Northwest, have secured additional sup- 
vn me s from whatever source it Was obtainable. We do not 
howe he exact dollar-and-cents value of this tonnage col- 
( e possib! 
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Question 16 

You have made several references to the limited supplies of phosphate fertilizer 
that vou can obtain Can you state your best estimate of what the demand for 
phosphate fertilizer would be if you were able to satisfy the entire den and? 

Answer. It is our estimate that if phosphate fertilizer were available in ad 
quate quantity and at a competitive price, that our own company, Pacific Supply 
Cooperative, would use a minimum of 25,000 tons in high-analysis super phosphate 
fertilizer, and with the everexpanding demand for fertilizers of all types in the 
Pacific Northwest, within the next 10 years we would expect that to double 
possibly triple—in quantity. 


Question 17 


How long has Pacific Supply Cooperative been unable to obtain all the phosphate 


fertilizer which it needs for its nembers? 
Answer. Since Pacific Supply Cooperative became engaged in the aggressive 
distribution of fertilizer some 12 years ago we have at no time been able get 
if the phosphate fertilizer which we required for our members’ needs 


Question 18 

What is your present outlook for the improvement of this situation and your 

lity to obtain adequate supplies of phosphate fertilizer? 

Answer. In our opinion there is a lack of adequate processing facilities in the 
Northwest to supply the phosphate fertilizer needs of the region at the present 
Line In addition to this fact, the tremendous increase in the use of fertilize 
q types in the area including phosphate fertilizer during the last 10 years 
ind what appears to be a certainty that this increase of from 50,000 tons in 1940 
0 over 300,000 tons in 1950, will continue to accelerate, and we think it is high! 

portant that we take steps to provide additional manufacturing facilitis 

ble the necessary phosphate fertilizer we are certain to need 


yw, What is the program of the Pacific Supply Cooperative to increase the 

Pos te fertilizer supplies for its members? 

iswer. Through Western Fertilizer, of which we are the major stockholder 

e have acquired, as above stated, a lease from the Department of the Interio1 
ry substantial deposit of phosphate rock near Soda Springs, Idaho. Du 


ast 5 years we have opened up the deposit, built roads, provided build 


equipment, opened up the tunn for underground mining, and made 
ns for strip mining that portion of the deposit which lends itself to thi 
of mining operation. In addition, we have purchased acreage on the 
ear Soda Springs on which we intend to establish a plant to proce the ph 
i ‘ oc} 
) or ) 


What would vou produce at this plal a 


\ wer. The exact type of material which we will be able to produce 
nt ll be determined in the final analysis by whether or not we are able to ol 
low cost electric power or whether we have to confine our operations to the su 
furic acid method of process. In event it is poss ible to secure low cost power and 


the electric furnace method, we in all probabilities will make elemental | 
phorus, phosphoric acid, as well as treble superphosphate and feed grade pl 
phate, and possibly 68 percent calcium metaphosphate. If we are unable to get 
iow cost power and are forced to use the sulfuric acid process, our product will 
be limited to treble superphosphate. The impurities in the phosphoric acid made 
by the sulfurie acid process eliminate the possibility of producing feed grade 
phosphate economically. Likewise, by the sulfuric-acid method we could not 
produce the highly concentrated 63 percent calcium metaphosphate. 

Question 21 


Where are the deposits which the Western Fertilizer Association has acquired 3 
Answer. They are approxAmately 20 miles from Soda Springs, Idaho 


Question 22 

What are the estimated reserves in these deposits according to the different 
grades of phosphate content? 

An wer. According to Dr. J. Stewart Williams, Utah Agricultural College of 
Logan, Utah, who has served as our geologist, there are approximately 25 million 
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tons of high grade rock of 30 percent P.O; or better, and approximately 75 million 
tons of phosphate rock of lower grade. 
Question 23 

Will you please give us a statement of the advantages of producing the products 
which Pacific Supply Cooperative intends to produce through the electric furnace 
method as against the production of triple superphosphate through the use of 
the sulfuric acid process. 

Answer. There are two basic advantages: No. 1. By the use of the electric 
furnace method we can make elemental phosphorus, we can make 63 percent 
calcium metaphosphate, we can make feed grade phosphorus, or triple super- 
phosphate. Only the latter can be made by the sulfuric-acid method. Secondly, 
the phosphate rock deposits of southern Idaho lie in strata of phosphate rock 
containing all the way from 20 percent P.O; to as high as 34 percent P.O; lying 
together in a contiguous seam. If the sulfuric-acid method is used, only the 
high grade rock of 30 percent P.O; or greater can be utilized; whereas if the 
electric furnace method is used, the entire strata of phosphate rock can be mined 
and utilized. This not only reduces mining cost but makes it possible to get 
maximum utilization of a great national resource. Using sulfuric acid, we could 
utilize at present only one-fourth of the rock in the deposit. 


Our stion 24 


Can you explain what are the advantages in producing the higher grade prod- 
ucts such as calcium metaphosphate as opposed to triple superphosphate and the 
lower grades of fertilizer such as normal superphosphate? 

Answer. There are two distinct advantages, depending upon soil needs in one 
nstance and utilization of the high analysis materials in mixed fertilizer on the 
other. In the first instance, it must be borne in mind that the distance to the 
consuming markets from Soda Springs for a major portion of the product will 
run from 500 to 1,500 miles in distance. It must also be borne in mind that 
transportation costs on fertilizer as well as every other product have increased 
tremendously, and every consideration must now be given to shipping the most 

ghiv concentrated phosphate fertilizer it is economical to make in order to 
reduce the transportation cost per unit of P205 contained in the shipped product. 
For example, it costs just as much to ship a ton of single super containing 18 
percent plant food as it does to ship a ton of calcium metaphosphate containing 
63 percent of plant food. Thus it is readily apparent that the higher the analysis 
in a ton of phosphatic material, the less the unit cost in plant food from a trans- 
portation standpoint. 

Question 25 

Is there any advantage to the farmer in his utilization of the product in using 
the higher concentrated material rather than the lower grades? 

Answer. Yes, there are many advantages, For example, concentrated super- 
phosphate contains approximately 215 times as much plant food as single super- 
phosphate. The farmer needs to handle only 1 sack of treble or concentrated 

iperphosphate instead of 2% sacks of single super to apply the same quantity 
of plant food per acre. Handling, hauling and storage costs are reduced. The 
farmer needs to fill his fertilizer spreader less frequently as one filling will cover 
two and a half times the area when the concentrated materials are used. 


uestion 26 


Have you made an overall study of the advantages of producing only triple 
superphosphate by the sulfuric acid precess as opposed to the production of the 
various concentrated fertilizer materials with the electric furnace process? 

Answer. Over the past 5 years we have made a number of careful surveys both 
from a technical standpoint of the actual processing of the reck by the sulfuric 
acid method as compared with the electric furnace, as well as the advantages by 
having a wider range of products which the electric furnace will make as com- 
pared with the sulfuric acid method, and we have also studied the transportation 
problem which is closely related to the type of product produced. Our studies 
reveal that a number of factors have a definite bearing on this overall problem. 
1, The cost of sulfuric acid for the sulfuric-acid method. 2. A wider range of 
products can be made from the furnace method. 3. A more efficient utilization of 
the rock deposit is possible with the furnace method. 4. The furnace method 
has a definite advantage if low cost power not exceeding 3 mills per kilowatt- 
hour can be brought to the phosphate rock deposits, as compared with the prices 
at which we have been quoted sulfuric acid from various sources, 
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Question 27 


What quantities of sulfuric acid have you been considering for which you 
would have to have assurance over a long period of time to produce the amounts 
of treble superphosphate or the equivalent in P205 content of the products you 
have in mind? 

Answer. Our original planning called for a plant of 25,000- to 30,000-ton capacity 
to start with, which would require about 23,000 tons of sulfuric acid annually. 
It is also our belief that within a 10-year period increased demand for phosphate 
fertilizer would make it necessary for us to expand production to where we 
would require more than double this amount annually. 


Question 28 

What sources of sulfuric acid have you considered ? 

Answer. We have checked with the smelters in the Northwest presently pro 
ducing sulfuric acid. We have also looked into the possibilities of buying elemen 
tal sulfur and making our own sulfuric acid. We soon found that because of the 
scarcity of sulfur that the latter was not a possible economic source of sulfuric 


acid at the time we made these inquiries or investigations. Insofar as the avail 
ability of sulfuric acid produced from sulfur in natural gas, we can only say that 


we were unable to obtain any assurance of a sufficient quantity, and the price 
juoted to others was substantially greater than we felt we could pay to ase this 

urce of sulfuric acid. 
Vue stion 2Y 

What was the best price for acid delivered to your preposed plant location that 
you obtained, on a long-term contract, for the quantities of acid you have stated 
that you would need? 

Auswer. We have been unable as yet to find anybody who would make a firm 

tract for acid in the quantities in which we are interested. Quotations so far 
given by suppliers, and not on a long term basis, have run from $23 f. 0. b. Soda 
Springs to as much as $28 f. o. b. the smelters in the Salt Lake area. While it 
might be possible with changing economic conditions to get a better price from 
present suppliers of sulfuric acid, so far none of the commitments which have 
been offered have been sufficiently attractive to justify our investing several mil 
lion dollars in a plant. 


Cuestion 60 


Poo 


With respect to the figure you have stated of $23 a ton for sulfuric acid f. 0. b. 
Soda Springs, can you state what the equivalent in cost of electric power would 
be in order to come out with the same cost at Soda Springs of producing triple 
superphosphate by the electric furnace process and the sulfuric acid process? 

Answer. This would depend in part on the size of the electric furnace plant 
and on construction costs at the time the plant was erected. The estimates that 
we have lead us to believe that we could pay approximately 4% mills per kilowatt- 
hour to equal the cost of production with $23 per ton sulfuric acid. 

Question 31 
Mr. Baker, will you identify Mr. Robert D. Storch of your organization ? 
Answer. Mr. Storch is one of my administrative assistants. 


>> 


Question 32 

Have you read the transcript of Mr. Storch’s testimony at the hearing at Baker, 
Oreg., on July 15, 1952, in the case of this Oxbow application? 

Answer. Yes, I have. 

Our stion 383 

I am quoting from page 529 of that transcript. Mr. Storch stated: “$15 acid 
is the equivalent of 5.6-mill power, so if we are paying $15 for acid and $3 for 
transportation, we could still produce it at 5.6 mills power, and be ahead of the 
acid method.” Will you please comment on this statement? 

Answer. Mr. Storch, at the time he was testifying, was using some compara- 
tive figures developed by Mr. Roscoe Bell some 4 years ago. In this study, 
Mr. Bell used some assumptions which are not applicable to our situation today. 
Mr. Bell’s study assumed that the potential wet process (sulfuric acid) plant 
would be built in the Salt Lake City area near a source of sulfurie acid. His 
study showed that the cost of producing triple superphosphate in the Salt Lake 
City area with $15 per ton acid and including the cost of shipping the phosphate 
rock from Soda Springs, Idaho, to Salt Lake City, Utah, would equal the cost of 
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producing triple superphosphate at Soda Springs using power at a cost of 5.6 
mills per kilowatt-hour. Our investigations since the time of Mr. Bell’s origina 
study indicate that due to a number of economics changes that have occurred, 
the comparative figures prepared by Mr. Bell and quoted by Mr. Storch do not 
now apply. Also, our company’s plans for operation could not include the 
possibility of a plant in Salt Lake City. A comparison of relative costs of the 
two methods of production in the same location near our rock deposits shows 
that our cheapest possible source of sulfuric acid f. 0. b. Soda Springs would 
be $23 per ton. This would be equivalent to using power at approximately 44 
mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Storch was understandably somewhat confused as to the testimony he 
was giving at the time in view of the fact that he had only worked on the prob 
lem indirectly. He testified for me due to my own inability to be present at the 
time. 

Question 34 

With what power sources have you held discussions regarding the supply 
and price of power for your proposed operation ? 

Answer. Our discussious so far have been limited to two sources—-Bonne 
ville Power Administration on the one hand and the Idaho Power Company 
on the other. 


Question 35 


What discussions did you have with the Idaho Power Co., and when? 

Answer. At the directors’ meeting of Western Fertilizer Association in Boise 
in 1951, Mr. Roach, president of the Idaho Power, when asked the question as 
to what price we might be able to obtain power from his company for an elec 
tric furnace, replied that it would cost probably slightly in excess of 5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 


Ou stion 36 


What have been your discussions with the Bonneville Power Administration, 
and when did these occur? 


Answer. Our discussions with the Bonneville Power Administration have 
extended over a period from time to time during the last 3 years. In the course 
of the discussions Ponneville Power Administration has indicated that in the 


event Hells Canyon Dam were constructed and power from that source integrated 
into the Federal grid system and a transmission line extended to the phosphate 
deposit of southern Idaho, power could be made available for the electrie furnace 
method on a high load factor basis at not to exceed 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


Question 37 


If you cannot get 3-mill power, what would be the effects upon the costs of 
your output and the quantity of your output as you judge the situation now? 

Answer. Failure to be assured of low-cost power not exceeding 3 mills presents 
a most icult problem to us with respect to our future steps. Inability to 
rm source of sulfuric acid on a reasonable price basis would force us 
to build a plant and utilize high-cost sulfuric acid, increase the cost of our 
product, which in turn would mean higher-cost fertilizer to our farmers, and 
that in turn would result in lesser consumption on their part. Furthermore, we 
have reason to believe that the smelters in Salt Lake City are not interested in 
having us as a competitive factor in the field of phosphate fertilizer manufacture, 
and probably are selling sulfuric acid to competition at a substantially lower 
price than the quotation given us. If this is true and we were to build a plant 
and be forced to pay substantially more for our sulfuric acid than a competitor, 
we would immediately find ourselves at a very serious disadvantage pricewise, 






secure a 


Question 38 


If your operations were such that you were forced to use only the higher-grade 
rock, what would be the effect upon your mining costs? 

Answer. It in all probabilities would substantially increase our mining cost 
because it would be extremely difficult in all probability to find a market for the 
low-grade rock, if we were to elect to mine it along with the high-grade rock, 
unless we had the electric-furnace process ourselves. I can say further, more 
specifically where underground mining will be utilized on our claim, the probable 
cost of mining only the high grade would probably not increase our overall cost 
per ton. However, on that portion of the deposit which lends itself to strip 
mining, since the lower-grade shale overlies the high grade, we would be forced 





j 
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to move all of the low-grade shale in order to get at the high grade, and thus 
substantially increase our costs of mining high-grade rock, unless there were a 
reday market for the low-grade shale. 


Question 39 


How much do you estimate that each mill per kilowatt-hour contributes to the 
cost of a ton of phosphorus? 

Answer. The studies by the TVA and other agencies indicate that an increase 
of 1 mill will add approximately $13.60 to the cost of a ton of phosphorus, or 
ibout $2 to a ton of treble superphosphate. 


Question 40 

For your proposed initial capacity of 25,000 to 30,000 tons of high-concentrate 
fertilizer, what power requirement in kilowatts would be needed for the electric 
furnace? What power requirement for your possible scale in 10 years? 

Answer. Our plans call for a power requirement of between 7,000 to 8,000 
kilowatts for the production of between 25,000 and 30,000 tons of concentrated 
superphosphate, Present investigations may indicate the desirability of installing 
a 12,500-kilowatt furnace in order to reduce costs. If we start with the smaller 
‘urnace we expect that we would have to increase our capacity and consequently 
ur power requirements two and three-fold within 10 years after beginning 


nrocessing 


Question 41 

What is the range of expected initial investment in mining and processing 

cilities and the possible range upon doubling or tripling this capacity? 

Answer. This would depend a great deal on construction costs at the time we 
are ready to build. The initial plant and mine development would probably cost 
vetween $314 million and $4% million. An investment of $6 million to $7 million 
would probably be involved in the 10-year period. The ultimate investment could 
be substantially greater. 


What is the expected number of persons to be employed for the initial capacity 
plant and mining operations? 

Answer. About 150 men will be employed in the initial stages of operation. 
Che unber of employees would increase substantially as the project was 


enlarged 


de from the effect which low cost power would have on your ability to 
irry forward your fertilizer operations, do you have any other interests which 
pel you to support Hells Canyon Dam rather than the Oxbow Dam? 
(Answer. Yes, our farm people have for many years’ taken a very active and 
een interest in the maximum development of the water resources of the Colum- 
bia and Snake Rivers. There are three baric points with which we are vitally 


neerned: (1) Flood control, which means we of necessity, to solve this prob- 
lem, must have the maximum number of upstream dams to store floodwaters. 
Helis Canyon is one of the largest and most desirable of these flood-control 
lams 2) We are vitally interested in maximum development from the stand 
point of navigation. Hells Canyon Dam would help to keep the streamflow 
at low stages sufficiently high to assist navigation into Lewiston, Idaho. (3) 


Storing floodwaters in Hells Canyon and releasing them in the fall and winter 
When streamflow is low will make it possible to generate very substantial addi 
ni iantities of low-cost firm power at dams on the lower reaches of the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers, including four between Lewiston, Idaho, and the 
the Snake, and at McNary, The Dalles, and Bonneville on the Columbia, 

nd ultimately at the John Day between The Dalles and McNary. 
The development of the maximum amount of low cost hydroelectric power on 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers, it seems to us, is of paramount importance to 
he future economy of the Pacific Northwest. It will make possible the maxi- 


th nf 
I if 


lum development of the electrochemical and electrometallurgical industries in 
hi e That means great new plants furnishing jobs for tens of thousands 
of peony and this great increase in population with steady employment means 
markets at home for the products of the farms of the Northwest in everincreas- 
ing intities rather than to be confronted with the difficult problem of moving 
our farm products to far distant markets on which railroad transportation costs 
have need approximately 70 percent in the last 6 years and almost priced 
ns ent oat inany markets. It seems imperative to us that we should recognize 
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that this country of ours is no longer a nation of inexhaustible resources and 
any program of development which prevents us from obtaining maximum devel- 
opment such as would be the case if we built low dams on the Snake rather 
than Hells Canyon thus substantially reducing the maximum amount of prime 
electric power to be developed in the area, is contrary to the public interest 
looking down the years ahead, for it should be recognized that 20 or 25 years 
hence when we have obtained maximum development on the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers of our water resources, we still may not have enough electri 
power to serve the needs of this fast-growing region 


STATEMENT OF ROSCOE E. BELL 


The statement of Roscoe E. Bell, Bureau of Land Management, Department 
of the Interior, Portland, Oreg., taken at the offices of the Bureau of Land 
Management in Portland, Oreg., on December 24, 1952, on behalf of the inter- 
venors, Secretary of the Interior, Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., 
Helis Canyon Development Association, Idaho, Oregon Liells Canyon Association, 
Washington State Grange, Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union of 
America, and such other intervenors as may elect to avail themselves thereof, 
for the purpose of presentation as evidence in the above-styled proceedings or 
as an offer to stipulate as the testimony of the said Roscoe E. Bell, on interroga- 
tion by Leon Jourolmon, attorney : 


Question 1 


or the record, Mr. Bell, will you give us your name, your oflicial position 
the organization you represent, and your address? 

Answer. My name is Roscoe H&. Bell. 1 am regional administrator of the 
Bureau of Land Management, United States Department of the Interior, for 
region I which comprises the States of Oregon, Washington, and idaho. My 
address is Swan Island Station, Portland 18, Oreg 


) 


Question 2 
How long have you been in your present position? 
Answer. I have been in this position as regional administrator since May of 
151. 


Vuestion 3 


Mr. Bell, what was your previous position with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment ¢ 

Answer. Prior to ny appointment as regional administrator of the Bureau of 
Land Management I was Associate Director (or Assistant Director) of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management in Washington, D. C., from March 1948 until my 
transfer to region lin May 1951. 

Question 4 

Please give a brief statement of your experience and qualifications in relation 
to phosphate fertilizer. 

Answer. My undergraduate training from 1922 to 1927 at the State College 
of Washington was in the field of soil science. My graduate work at Washington 
State College between 1927 and 1931 was in the same field with research work 
being carried on, including a study of the effect of fertilizers on crop yield and 
composition for a number of Washington soils. In this work phosphate fertilizer 
was used among other fertilizer materials, the crop yields were studied, and the 
effect of the fertilizers on crop yields and crop chemical composition were the 
Inajor aspects of the research work. During the period when I was taking 
graduate work at Washington State College, I was also on the faculty there 
teaching courses in soil physics, soil fertility, soil microbiology, climatology, 
irrigation, and related aspects of soil science. Following my term of service 
at Washington State College I became a member of the faculty at the University 
of Idaho where I taught similar undergraduate courses in soils as well as grad- 
uate courses and research. I also carried on experimental work testing in the 
field the effect of phosphate fertilizers on crop yields throughout the State. 
During my service at Idaho from 1931 to 1935 I had direct contact with the 
results of experimental work ou hundreds of Idaho farms. In these trials, the 
principal fertilizer material being tested was phosphate fertilizer. For most of 
this work Anaconda treble superphosphate was provided by the Anaconda Copper 
Co. and the Consolidated Mining & Smelting Co. for test demonstration work. 
The work was done in cooperation with the individual ranchers through the 
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offices of the county agriculture agents with the assistance of the Anaconda 
{ opper Co. 

From 1935 until 1938 I served as head of the land classification unit of the 
Farm Security Administration in the regional office in Portland, working in the 
three Northwest States—Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. In this connection it 
was my responsibility to advise with county rehabilitation supervisors in plan- 
ning the farm-management program for the settlement farms. It was also my 
responsibility to assist in the appraisal of farms that were being purchased for 
resettlement of families. Further responsibilities were carried out in the selec 
tion of areas for submarginal land purpose and retirement from agriculture; 
also in selection of areas suitable for resettlement and planning the farm man 
agement and farm organization on the farms to be created, their cropping 
practice, fertilizer practice, the livestock management and all aspects of the 
farm organization and management. I was also responsible for developing 
eounty land use plans throughout the Pacific Northwest. From 1938 to 1942 I 
was engaged in a generally similar type of work as a member of the staff of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of Agriculture, 
with regional offices in Berkeley, Calif. In this position I worked in seven 
Western States, including California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, Idaho, Oregon, and 
Washington. I had responsibility for the direction of land economic studies and 

operation with agricultural supervisors and agricultural agents in working out 
ind use plans and programs for the Western States. The last year of this 
service; namely, 1941 to mid-1942, I was the State representative of the Burean 
of Agricultural Economics for California, in which connection I worked as a 
member of the California State Agricultural War Board 

This Board had as its responsibility the planning of the agricultural needs 
for all kinds of materials, including fertilizers for the production of crops 
needed for our wartime food production. This work carried on intensively in 
California was particularly significant because of the large part of the Nation’s 
food supply in respect to certain commodities that are raised in California, For 
example, 26 percent of the Nation’s canning tomatoes were raised in California 
and it was part of our responsibility to plan for the production requirements for 
this particular crop, among others. 

In 1942 I took over the responsibility for agricultural production on a war 
relocation project of the War Relocation Authority in central Utah This 
project consisted of about 30,000 acres of land of more or less agricultural 
character. The responsibilities of the position included rehabilitation of irriga- 
tion and drainage systems, the preparation of land for crops, the managemett 
of livestock production, and the production of crops required for food and feed 
consumption in connection with the project where employment and feeding of 
about 10,000 people of Japanese ancestry was the principal purpose of the 
project. My work included the direct supervision and management of the agri- 
cultural enterprise for about a year until I became Chief of Operations and 
Assistant Project Director, in which capacity my responsibility was widened to 
include besides agriculture, motor transportation, fire protection, and engineeyr- 
ing activities. In fact, I was the manager of a 30,000-acre farm development 
which included reproduction of some 50 different varieties of crops required te 
feed the people living in the center or the livestock that were being produced for 
food for the residents of the center of 10,000 people. 

In August 1945 I was selected from a number of candidates for a position with 
the Bonneville Power Administration to make a study of the phosphate fertilizer 
needs and industry requirements in relation to the western phosphate resources, 
and to further study the possibilities of the development of the western phosphate 
resources to meet the national needs. Between 1945 and March of 1948 this was 
my full-time assignment. This full-time study of the phosphate fertilizer industry 
enabled me by reason of my previous contacts with research workers in the field 
of soil science, fertilizer technology, and agricultural economics, to pick up, to 
sift, and to analyze the research work that had been done and to arrive at judg- 
ments as to the needs for fertilizer in various parts of the United States. It also 
provided an opportunity to renew my contacts with representatives of the fertilizer 
industry who had long been interested in and promoting the use of phosphate 
fertilizers, but whose capacity to supply fertilizer had now been rendered inade 
quate because of the great increase in market demands for the products. The 
special studies made in the analysis of the fertilizer industry possibilities in the 
Western States included (1) analysis of past trends in fertilizer consumption 
throughout all of the Western and Midwestern States and the United States as 
a whole; (2) analysis of phosphate fertilizer production history by producing 
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areas throughout the United States and Canada; (°) analysis of phosphate fer 
tilizer prices and the price structure throughout the United States; (4) an analy 
sis of the transportation costs of fertilizer materials, including raw materials, dry 
fertilizer materials, liquid materials and studies of seagoing as well as rail trans- 
portation costs. This included studies of cost of transportation of sulfur and 
sulfuric acid as a part of the fertilizer industry raw materials; (5) in collabora- 
tion with the chemical engineers employed by Bonneville Power Administration 
and chemical engineers of fertilizer companies and chemical companies, I as- 
sembled information on the costs of manufacturing fertilizer and mining of phos- 
phate rock. The results of these studies were published by the Bonneville Power 
Administration as mimeographed releases, 

For much of the 3 years that I was working with Bonneville on this study of 
phosphate fertilizer industry potentials, I had the privilege of working intimately 
with two eminent chemical engineers who had long been associated with the elee- 
tric furnace phosphorus business—Mr. J. N. Carothers, of Atlanta, Ga., who did 
much of the pioneer chemical engineering work with the Swan Chemical Co., 
which later became the Monsanto Chemical Co., and Mr. Robert R. Stewart, now 
deceased, who did the early developmental work with the electric phosphorus fur- 
nace and fertilizer products therefrom at Nichols, Fla. Both men were employed 
by the Bonneville Power Administration. In addition I had numerous and contin- 
uing contacts with men in the chemical engineering division of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority and representatives of a number of chemical industrial firms. 
We compared cost figures, and made joint studies of the various cost elements 
and problems of industrial development. 

In 1947 while I was still with the Bonneville Power Administration, the De- 
partment of the Interior recognized the importance of western phosphate devel 
opment in the Nation’s economy, and the responsibilities that the Secretary of 
the Interior holds in connection with these public-land resources, so a depart- 
mental phosphate program was organized. I was designated as coordinator for 
this western phosphate program which included studies by the following agen- 
cies: (1) the Geological Survey, whose responsibility it was to develop the 
geology and extent of the western phosphate resources: (2) the Bureau of 
Mines, whose responsibilities included the study of mining development costs and 
the studies leading to conclusions with respect to the practicability of process- 
ing the western phosphate rock in such a way as to recover byproducts and to 
develop improved methods for processing the phophate rock into phosphate 
fertilizers and phosphorus chemicals: (3) the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
sonneville Power Administration to study available power resources of private 
industry and the public agencies engaged in producing power: (4) the Bureau 
of Land Management which was responsible for the review of the laws and 
regulations related to the leasing of public-land phosphates, to determine whether 
or not these laws and regulations were facilitating western development. The 
Bonneville Power Administration was made responsible by the Secretary also 
to work with representatives of the Department of Agriculture in appraising 
the future needs for phosphate and evaluating the adequacy of present manu 
facturing facilities to meet these needs. The Bonneville Power Administration 
was further given the responsibility by the Secretary for a study of the trans- 
portation costs of various phosphate materials, to determine the most economical 
means of supplying markets from the western phosphate resources. 

My responsibility as coordinator of this program continued through 1948 as 
long as I was employed by the Bonneville Power Administration and was further 
extended throughout the period of my employment in Washington, D. C., as 
Assistant and then Associate Director of the Bureau of Land Management. 
During 1948 I was designated by the Secretary of the Interior to serve as the 
representative of the Department of Interior on an interdepartmental phos- 
phorus research committee, sponsored by the land-grant colleges and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to study the entire phosphate fertilizer research needs of 
the country, the present status of the research work that has been carried on, and 
the conclusions reached from that research. This committee was composed of 
representatives of the United States Department of Agriculture, representatives 
of the land-grant college and agricultural experiment stations in each of the 
regions of the United States, representatives of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
and a representative of the Department of the Interior. The work of the com- 
mittee was culminated in the publication of several bibliographic reviews of the 
phosphate research in the United States and in a symposium which was held 
in August of 1952 at Urbana, IIL, at which time conclusions of the results of 
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esearch were presented in a series of papers designed to bring up to date our 
resent state of knowledge about the field of phosphate fertilization and our 
hosphate resources. ; 

In 1948 I was asked also to present a paper before the American Institute of 
Chemical Engineers in their New York meeting on November 10, 11, and 12. This 
paper was on the economics of fertilizer plant location. In February 1949 I pre- 
pared a paper for presentation before the American Institute of Mining and 
Metallurgical Engineers in their meeting at San Francisco, that paper dealing 
with the economics of western phosphate development. 

My station in Washington in the Bureau of Land Management gave me an op- 
portunity to work with Mr. W. W. Waggaman, of the Bureau of Mines, who had 
had a very considerable experience in the field of phosphate rock processing both 
in private industry and in the Federal Government. Mr. Waggaman is the 
author of two books and numerous technical journal articles on the subject of 
phosphates and phosphoric acid. Our collaboration resulted in the writing jointly 
of a series of three articles which were published in Industrial and Engineering 
Chemistry on the general subject of the western phosphates. These were pub- 
ished in February 1940. Mr. Waggaman was the senior author on two of the 
irticles dealing with the technology and costs of manufacturing phosphates by 

arious alternative methods, and I was the senior author on the third which 
dealt with the economics of industry organization to meet the needs of the Na- 
tion for this fertilizer commodity. 

Que stion 5 

Mr. Bell, will you tell us what the significance is of your knowledge of the 
soils of the United States in relation to fertilizer needs and development ? 

Answer. My experience in the western United States gave me a good working 
knowledge of a wide variety of soils, varying from the podsolic soils in the 
northern and more mountainous parts of the Western States, to the lateritie soils 
in the southern humid parts of the coastal region of California. Included also 
were the prairie soils, the chernozems, the brownerths, the grayerths, and the 
whole variety of soils formed under conditions varying from humid to arid climate 
and from residual to alluvial or glacial, and mature to immature soil, formed by a 
variety of soil-forming processes. In my teaching of soils at Washington State 
College and the University of Idaho, it was necessary for me to have a very good 
working knowledge of the soils of the entire United States and particularly those 
great soil zones that exist between the floor of the Mississippi and the territory 

estward. This information is all of a great deal of help in appraising the ferti- 
izer experience that is reported in research work and in forecasting the needs 
for fertilizer in the years ahead. My experience in the analysis of many soils, 
the analysis of crops taken from soils of different composition, all adds to an un- 
derstanding of the relationships between soil fertility and fertilizer use, and 
crop response. My farm management work and experience in managing farm 
operations gives me a good understanding of the business economy of fertilizer 

se and the factors which affect economic judgments on the part of farmers as 

) whether they will or will not use fertilizer on their crops. 

Question 6 

Have you made other studies which might have significance in connection 
with your study of the fertilizer industry ? 

(\nswer. In my service with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the 
arm Security Administration in the Department of Agriculture, I made general 
and use studies of a number of areas in Washington, Oregon, Idaho, California, 
\rizona, Utah, and Nevada, in which it was necessary to arrive at conclusions 
as to the future use of land areas, whether they would be used for agriculture 
inder intensive cropping systems, or agriculture under general cropping systems, 
or whether better adapted to range or forestry. In this connection careful con 
sideration had to be given to possibilities of improving solis economically through 
the use of fertilizers. 

Question 7 

W:ll you state, Mr. Bell, in your present position as regional administrator of 
the Bureau of Land Management, what are your responsibilities in connection 
with the phosphate resources that occur on the public lands? 

Answer. My responsibilities are to carry out the laws and regulations issued 
under those laws by the Secretary of the Interior and delegated to the regional 
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administrator of the Bureau of Land Management, and to operate under instruc 
tions issued by the Director of the Bureau in regard to these resources. Perti 
nent provisions of the law are as follows (Mineral Leasing Act, February 25, 1920, 


Public Law No. 146: ch. 85; 41 Stat. 448, 449, 450; secs. 26, 30, 82, and 34): 


“GENERAL PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO COAL, PHOSPHATE, SODIUM, OIL, OIL SHALE, 
AND GAS LEASES 


“Sec. 26. That the Secretary of the Interior shall reserve and may exercise 
the authority to cancel any prospecting permit upon failure by the permittee to 
exercise due diligence in the prosecution of the prospecting work in accordance 
with the terms and conditions stated in the permit, and shall insert in every 
such permit issued under the provisions of this Act appropriate provisions for 
its cancellation by him , 

“Each lease shall contain provisions for the purpose of insuring the exercise 
of reasonable diligence, skill, and care in the operation of said property; a pro- 
vision that such rules for the safety and welfare of the miners and for the pre 
vention of undue waste as may be prescribed by said Secretary shall be ob 
served * and such other provisions as he may deem necessary to insure the 
sale of the production of such leased lands to the United States and to the public 
at reasonable prices, for the protection of the interests of the United States, for 
the prevention of monopoly, and for the safeguarding of the public welfare . 
That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to prescribe necessary and 
proper rules and regulations and to do any and all things necessary to carry out 
and accomplish the purposes of this Act ’ . That the provisions of this Act 
shall also apply to all deposits of coal, phosphate sodium, oil, oil shale, or gas 
in the lands of the United States, which lands may have been or may be disposed 
of under laws reserving to the United States such deposits, with the right to 
prospect for, mine and remove the same, subject to such conditions as are or may 
hereafter be provided by such laws reserving such deposits.” 

The details of phosphate lease administration are covered by the provisions 
of the regulations, copies of which are attached. 

Director Clawson in a letter dated November 14, 1952, further emphasized the 
requirements of the Mineral Leasing Act as follows: 

“The primary purpose of the Leasing Act is to promote a development. The 
act makes it clear that this purpose has for its intent the production of adequate 
quantities of phosphate, etc., to meet the domestic needs at prices which the 
consumer can afford to pay. 

“The purpose to promote development is expressed in the title to the act, i. e. 
‘An act to promote the mining of * * *, phosphate, * * * on the public domain.’ 
It is also evident in the text of the phosphate leasing provisions which include 
the broad discretionary authority to lease any and all deposits in the public 
lands, a requirement for a minimum annual production and other provisions to 
insure the continuation of such leases as may be issued. 

“The intent that production shall benefit the consumers and the general public 
is fully covered in the requirement that certain provisions be incorporated in 
each lease. 

“It is considered that while the issuance of phosphate leases is discretionary, 
the law is a mandate to issue leases and otherwise act to promote development 
whenever and wherever a need exists for phosphate which cannot be met from 
existing sources. This duty to issue leases and promote development naturally 
includes the duty to resist any effort to use the public lands and resources in a 
manner or for a purpose which would prevent the necessary development or 
seriously interfere with or retard such development.” 

Question &. 


Mr. Bell, do you have a map that shows where these phosphate reserves are 
that exist on public land under your administration ? 

Answer. The inventories of public land phosphate are still in process of being 
made; however, I am introducing herewith a map of part of Caribou County, 
Idaho, in which phosphates are known to exist. You will note that this map 
shows the ownership of the land, and that there are large bodies of public land, 
including national-forest land as well as unreserved public domain, on which the 
phosphate rock outcrops have heen superimposed from the recent studies of the 
Geological Survey. This is an example of an area in which we have responsibilty 
for the management of the mineral resources. This map is one of a series of 15 
which cover the phosphate area of southern Idaho. Similar maps are in process 
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of being prepared for portions of Montana and other parts of the penne pen 
»nhate area. The final inventory, when completed, will include data on jOMRAge 
fy hosphate rock of various grades, and Similar items of economic signific ance 
a. Deir development. To indicate the approximate portion of the public land in 
sms ae that is phosphate bearing, the mileage of outcrops are gplnaget cartes 
the ownership of the land on W hich they rest. Thus in Idaho there e2 bee exe 
of outcrop on public land, 17 miles on Indian reservations, 24 miles on State land, 
and 59 miles on privately owned land. a, ; one es 2 

Phosphate minerals have not been subject to acquisition in fee “~ . - 
Mineral Leasing Act was passed in 1920; hence, the phosphates: on - nic lant 
are in public ownership and the phosphates under some of the patenter — - 
also under administration of the Department of the Interior because t ie oe 
limited patents were issued following the passage ol the Mineral Leasing am 
Thus it appears that in Idaho roughly 68 percent of the phosphate rock er 
oceur on public lands, subject to leasing under the Mineral Rae Act by Me 
Department of the Interior. A similar proportion of the phosphate outerops in 
Montana, Utah, and Wyoming occurs on public land 


Ouestion 9 
é 


Mr. Bell, you have stated that in the responsibilities of the Department of the 
Interior under the Mineral Leasing Act and the regulations, there is included 
the responsibility for conservation and use of the mineral res urces. W ill you 
tell me just how the Department is carrying out these responsibilities with re- 
gard to the phosphate lands that are administered by your agency ? 

Answer. In order to answer your question it is necessary for me to describe 
briefly the nature of the phosphate deposits. The phosphate deposits consist 
of varying grades of phosphatic materials laid down or interbedded with 
another. Commercial ore for processing by the sulfuric acid methods contains 
not less than 30 or 81 percent of total phosphoric acid P2O;; whereas lower grade 
of ores down to'24 or 25 percent can be successfully used in the furnace method 
processing. The western industry has now developed to the point where there 
is a market for phosphate ore of the lower grade, as well as a market for the 
phosphate ore of the higher grade usable in the sulfuric acid method. Because 
the information we get from the Geological Survey indicates that the volume of 
the lower grade, or the furnace grade ore, is about three times the volume of 
the hign grade, or acid grade of ore, the question might be raised as to whether 
the Department of Interior should not now impose a regulation on the oper- 
ations of any lessee to require that the low-grade ore be used as well as the 
high grade at the time the mine is operated. 

The Department has not seen fit to impose such a regulation, but rather has 
required and does require regularly that the low-grade ores be stockpiled if the 
high-grade ores only are used—that is if the sulfuric acid method is being used 
to process the ore, that provision be made for stockpiling the low-grade ores that 
are mined or are handled along with the operation, and that the mining oper 
ation be left in such condition that these stockpiles of low-grade beds can be 
picked up at a subsequent time when sale or processing by the furnace method 
is feasible. At present, there are 19 lessees subject to this requirement. As 
an ideal, it would be in the interests of conservation and would result in much 
greater utilization of the ore if all of the ore were processed by the furnace 
method because the high-grade ore could be blended with the subfurnace-grade 
ore and thus the total yield of phosphorus from public land could be increased 
economically. Obviously the Department cannot but look with favor on any 
development which would make possible practices which would result in a higher 
use of the resource if this can be done economically. 

Question 10 


one 


With respect to the Secretary's responsibility for the prevention of monopoly 
in the leasing of minerals under the Mineral Leasing Act, what are your interests 
with respect to the western phosphate lands? 

Answer. We are very definitely interested in providing opportunities for in 
creasing the number of potential or producing companies for phosphate fertilizer. 
The number of producers in the West at the present time are relatively few. 


These include the Anaconda Copper Co., Simplot Fertilizer Co., 


the Stauffer 
Chemical Co. 


: , the Consolidated Mining & Smelting Co. of Trail, British Colum 
bia, and a couple of minor producers whose production is so small as to have 
little effect on the total picture. The western phosphate deposits can well serve, 


it sufficient manufacturing capacity is developed, a large agricultural area in 
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the Midwestern United States throughout the Corn Belt and States of the 
Mississippi River Valley. This area is one in which the use of fertilizer has 
developed very rapidly in the past decade and new producers interested in sup- 
plying that area have been anxious to obtain raw material sources to meet these 
market needs. Thus there are perhaps as many as a million and a half farm 
families in the Western and Midwestern United States who are directly con- 
cerned with additional supplies of phosphate fertilizer. Alternative sources of 
raw material are Tennessee and Florida. New producers trying to get into the 
field of production in order to supply the greatly expanding demands for phos- 
phate have found that the Florida and Tennessee deposits are practically all 
controlled by producers who have long been in the fertilizer business; whereas 
the western phosphate deposits contain large areas of Government phosphate 
land available for leasing under the Mineral Leasing Act. 


Question 11 


In line with the Secretary’s responsibility to insure the sale of the product 
from the Government land to the consumers of the United States at reasonable 
prices, what do you consider your responsibility ? 

Answer. I consider it my responsibility to keep informed as to what is a 
reasonable price for fertilizer and to determine to what extent that price might 
be practically reduced and what means would be effective for bringing about a 
reduction in price as these phosphate resources are developed. 


Question 12 


Will you state what bearing the method of processing or whether the rock is 
processed at all or not may have upon the cost of the delivered product to the 
farmers? 

Answer. The greatest opportunities for reducing the costs of fertilizer to the 
consumer or the farmer lie in using those methods that will reduce the costs 
of transportation and handling of the product. Thus there has been a significant 
trend in the industry toward higher concentrated fertilizers. The largest 
domestic area of increasing fertilizer demand referred to above is in the Midwest 
at a point a thousand or more miles from sources of phosphate fertilizer raw 
material. Thus transportation costs become a very significant item in the final 
cost of the fertilizer. In some studies that I have made as high as 45 percent 
of the final cost of the fertilizer to the farmer at his point of delivery is trans- 
portation cost. In addition the costs of transportation of the fertilizer from 
the delivery point to the farm and distributing the fertilizer on the farm must 
also be considered. Of significance also is the added cost of bagging and han- 
dling of low-concentrated fertilizer as compared with higher concentrated ferti- 
lizer. Similarly the costs of commissions and retailing charges must be con- 
sidered and these are significantly higher per ton of plant food in the low- 
analysis fertilizer. 

For this reason I have made some study of the alternative methods of proc- 
essing phosphate rock to form fertilizer. The two major methods are the sul- 
furic acid method and the furnace method. Both methods are capable of being 
used to produce fertilizer material of higher concentration than that now being 
used generally throughout the United States. If the sulfuric acid method is used 
to produce the treble superphosphate, a product of as high as 40 to 48 percent 
P.O; can be manufactured. The furnace process can be used also to produce triple 
superphosphate of a similar high concentration. In the electric or blast-furnace 
method elemental phosphorus is the basic product. In addition there are a 
number of other products which can be used and which have been tested agro- 
nomically so that they are proven to be useful in the agriculture of the Midwest 
and much of the West. These include calcium metaphosphate which contains as 
much as 65 percent of P2Os; also such products as potassium metaphosphate 
which contains more than 80 percent of combined plant food, phosphorus and 
potash, and the various grades of ammonium phosphates which are high in con- 
centration of total plant food and are tested in their adaptability to agriculture. 
Elemental phosphorus can only be produced in the furnace process and the 
metaphosphates can be produced commercially only by using phosphorus. Thus 
the furnace process has the advantage of being able to produce more concentrated 
fertilizer products as a means of combating the high transportation and handling 
costs that are one of the most significant cost items in the providing of fertilizer 
to the farmers throughout a large part of the most rapidly growing market area 
in the United States. 
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ue stion 13 

What is the significance of electric power as a cost element in the production 
of fertilizer by the furnace method? 

Answer. The furnace method may use electricity or hydrocarbons such as coal 
or coke as a source of energy for the production of phosphorus from phosphate 
rocks: however, there are no blast furnaces using coal or coke in operation today 
for the production of phosphorus. At one time several years ago the Victor 
Chemical Co. operated a blast furnace but discontinued its use with the estab- 
lishment of an electric furnace because the electric furnace process proved much 
more satisfactory for the production of phosphorus. The cost of power becomes 
very significant in the production of phosphorus by the electric-furnace method. 
It requires some 13,000 kilowatt-hours of electrical energy to produce 1 ton of 
phosphorus from rock phosphate. Thus 1 mill added to the cost of the power is 
reflected in $13 added cost for a ton of phosphorus. 


Question 14 

I believe that you stated earlier that you were one of the coauthors of the pub- 
lication appearing in Industrial and Engineering Chemistry entitled “Western 
Phosphates and Factors Affecting Their Development.” 

Answer. Yes, I was the coauthor of the Waggaman-Bell papers. 


Question 15 

Did these papers give consideration and compare the sulfuric acid and thermal 
processes for the production of phosphate fertilizer from western rock phosphate 
and were certain conclusions reached relative to the comparative costs thereof? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question 16 

Can you state the most important basic assumptions which were made and 
on Which basis these conclusions were arrived at? 

Answer. My key assumption with respect to the sulfuric acid process was that 
it would be possible for a smelter to produce sulfurie acid from waste gases or 
from the smelting of waste pyrites present at the plant, at a cost of $6.50 a ton, 
and that the phosphate rock would be shipped to that point to be converged into 
phosphate fertilizer by that smelter. With respect to the electric furnace process 
the key assumption was that power would be available in the phosphate field 
virtually at mine-site at a rate of 245 mills per kilowatt-hours on essentially the 
terms available under existing Government contracts in the Pacific Northwest 
but with a slightly higher rate figured to compensate for expected increased costs 
of generation. The key assumptions in both cases were construction costs and 
operation costs based on 1948-49 price levels. One basic assumption was that 
triple superphosphate was the product which was being produced at both plants 
and the comparisons were thus based on this product. Calcium metaphosphate 
was not included in the cost figures, thus no comparison was made in the study 
of the cost of producing that product. 


Question 17 

In the light of subsequent developments since February of 1950 when your 
articles were published, does it appear that your assumptions with regard to 
the cost of sulfuric acid have been borne out or have been realized? 

Answer. We have at hand no way of testing the validity of the assumption 
with regard to sulfuric acid being available at $6.50 or any other figure to a 
smelter which was producing phosphate fertilizer. As a matter of fact this 
question is irrelevant to the actual situation which we find ourselves in as lessors 
of Government phosphate resources. Some of those who lease the land do not 
own smelters; some lessees are considering production of triple superphosphate 
or calcium metaphosphate, or both. They report that they have not been able 
to obtain sulfuric acid at $6.50 or any like figure. 


Question 18 


In your conclusions of the aforementioned articles, you stated, ‘Under condi- 
ions which should be realized in the future in the western phosphate area the 
sulfurie acid or wet process is the most economical method for producing either 
phosphoric acid or concentrated superphosphate for fertilizer. This process 
appears to have an advantage over either modification of the thermo production 
methods for this purpose.” What effect would changed conditions have on this 
conelusion with respect to nonsmelter owner groups of individuals interested in 
fertilizer manufacture? 
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Answer. Changed conditions can affect completely these conclusions. If sul 
furic acid is not available at $6.50 per ton the conclusions could not hold. Simi 
larly if power, coke or other production factors were not available at assumed 


costs, the conclusions could not hold. Similarly conclusions drawn for triple 
superphosphate would have no bearing whatsoever on the cost of producing 
calcium metaphosphate fertilizer since no computations were made for this 
product 


STATEMENT OF RoceR SWANSON 

The statement of Roger Swanson, United States Geological Survey, Department 
of the Interior, Spokane, Wash., taken at the offices of the Bonneville Power 
\dministration, in Portland, Oreg., on January 2, 1953, on behalf of the inter- 
venors, Secretary of the Interior, Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., 
Hells Canyon Development Association, Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, 
Washington State Grange, Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union of 
America, and such other intervenors as may elect to avail themselves thereof, for 
the purpose of presentation as evidence in the above styled proceedings or as an 
offer to stipulate as the testimony of the said Roger Swanson therein, on inter- 
rogation by Leon Jourolmon, attorney 


Question 1 

Will you please state your name, address and present employment, Mr. 
Swanson? 

Answer. My name is Roger W. Swanson. I live in Spokane, Wash. I work 
for the Mineral Deposits Branch of the United States Geological Survey and am 
project chief of the Northwest phosphate project. My office address is Ss. L57 
Hloward Street, Spokane, Wash. 


WYuestion 2 


Will you please summarize your education and experience, with particular 
reference to your knowledge of the phosphate rock reserves of the United States 
or the Western States? 

Answer. I received my A. B. and M. 8S. degrees from the University of Minne- 
sota in 1936 and 1937, respectively, after which I spent 2 years graduate study 
each at the University of Cincinnati, Ohio, and the University of California, 
Berkeley, Calif. The graduate work was all in geology with chief emphasis on 
economic and structural geology. I have been a geologist with the United States 
Geological Survey, Geologic Division, Mineral Deposits Branch, since 1942. My 
work on the western phosphate deposits started in 1947 in the Madison Range of 
Montana in an area that I had mapped geologically prior to the war. I have been 
project chief of the western phosphatee project since 1949. I have done no work 
on other phosphate reserves of the United States such as the Florida and Ten- 
nessee phosphate fields, and the data to be submitted on such other reserves are 
reproduced from other sources. 


Question 3 

Would you briefly describe the western phosphate project, which you have been 
directing, with respect to the geographical area covered, the number of persons 
employed, and the kind of work done and the purpose of the project ? 

Answer. The western phosphate project, as it now stands, was started in 1947 
under the supervision and direction of V. E. McElvey and was directed toward 
an evaluation of the phosphate deposits in the entire western phosphate field, 
which includes southwestern Montana, southeastern Idaho, western Wyoming, 
and northeastern Utah, a total area of about 135,000 square miles. Plate 1 is a 
map showing a generalized distribution of Permian phosphate deposits in the 
western field. In this study, we have trenched and sampled the Phosphoria 
formation at about 185 localities, from which we have collected some 9,500 
channel samples and have described and measured in detail about 35,000 feet of 
stratigraphy. Plate 2 shows in detail the distribution of Phosphoria formation 
outerops in the western field and, by heavy dot and number, the location and lot 
number of our sample localities. Our sample localities have been spaced at 
intervals of 3 to 6 miles in the better parts of the field and at intervals of 10 
to 15 miles over most of the remainder of the field. We have also done consid- 
erable reconnaissance work searching for previously unrecorded deposits over 
nearly the entire field, and we have carried on a fairly extensive program of 
geologie mapping, which includes a total area of more than 2,000 square miles. 
Our mapping has been directed, first, toward some of the areas of best-known 
phosphate deposits, and, second, toward previously unmapped areas in which 
phosphate deposits were known to occur. 
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Question f 


In this work, what have been your responsibilities ? 

Answer. My efforts in this program have been both as a participant in the 
collection of data, including sampling and geologic mapping in 1947 and 1948, 
and in a supervisory and planning capacity, aS well as participant, since 1949, 
when direction of the program was turned over to me. 


Question 5 

About how many men have you directed in this project, from time to time? 

Answer. The full-time project personnel now number 8, but the part-time 
personnel—chiefly students in the field of geology who have helped us during 
the summer months when we have carried on our sampling program—have 
totaled probably 50 or more; aS Many as 35 or more have been engaged on the 
project at any one time, and I have directed up to 25 at one time. 
Question 6 

Is it correct, then, to state that the purpose of this project has been to estimate 
the approximate quantity and location and quality of the western phosphate 


rock deposits ? 

Answer. Investigation of the western phosphate deposits was undertaken to 
iquire more data on their thickness, composition, and quality, structure, and 
distribution—data that would help industry select deposits suitable for mining, 
permit estimation of reserves, evaluate the potential byproduct elements, such 
as uranium and vanadium, and establish the origin of the deposits. 

Question 7 

How would you describe the state of knowledge of the western deposits prior 
to the undertaking of this survey ? 

Answer. Investigation of the western phosphate deposits by the Geological Sur- 
vey began in 1909 after the first withdrawal from entry of some 4.5 million acres 
of potential phosphate-bearing public lands by the Secretary of Interior on Decem 
ber 9, 1908, and has continued intermittently to the present. The studies carried 
on prior to the current program were directed chiefly to the heart of the western 
phosphate field in southeastern Idaho, but also included were studies of selected 
areas in other parts of the field. No previous study had been carried on covering 
the fieid as a whole. In the previous studies, most of the attention was directed 
to the richest phosphate beds. During the current program, our attention has 
been directed toward a study of the Phosphoria formation as a whole, even in- 
cluding nonphosphatie portions of the formation. This approach has been jus- 
tified by the discovery of rich deposits of phosphate at previously unsuspected 
horizons within the formation as well as by the assembly of much information 
of scientific value, both stratigraphic and chemical. 

Question 8 

What is the degree of completion of the present western phosphate project? 

Answer. The work involved on the western phosphate project can most read 
ly be divided into three parts: (1) a gathering of field data; (2) a compilation 
and assembly of that data into usable form for study and analysis; and (3) the 
synthesis and analysis of the data gathered in the field and through laboratory 
studies. Thus far the field aspect of the program is nearly completed, the sam 
pling program having been terminated this last summer and a limited amount 
of geologic mapping remaining. The compilation of data is more than half com- 
pleted and is moving along very rapidly. We expect to have most of our basic 
compilation work completed before next summer. On the third aspect of the 
program, we have hardly made more than a good start, but the work is fairly 
Well organized in that regard and is proceeding pretty much under schedule. 
Question 9 

What would be the termination year of the project at the rate you are now 
going? 

Answer. It looks as though we will have the greater part of our work completed 
by the end of 1955 or possibly well into 1956. 

Question 10 

Have you written, alone or jointly with others, any reports or articles on this 
work? 

Answer. The basic results of our work are being prepared for publication in 
preliminary form as rapidly as possible. The analytical data on our samples are 
first released on open file and are later forwarded for publication as Geological 
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on open file in 9 reports, and 6 of these reports have been forwarded for publi 
cation or are about to be forwarded. Other circulars in preparation include 
detailed stratigraphic and analytical data, of which there will be an additional! 
18, and landownership reports, of which we anticipate about 16. Maps and brief 
reports on mapped areas have also been released or are in preparation for 
release, of which there will be about 10 or 12, and several papers presenting 
preliminary summarizations of the basic data collected have been presented at 
scientific meetings and have been published or are in press. The total number 
of reports released and in preparation for release now exceeds 50. I have been 
author or coauthor of a number of these reports and have been in charge of the 
preparation of most of the remainder. 


Survey circulars. Thus far, the data on some 8,500 samples have been released 


Question 11 

How important are the western phosphate rock deposits in relation to the 
national total? 

Answer. By most recent estimate, the western phosphate deposits include 
about 50 percent of the total phosphate resources of the United States. 
Question 12 

Have you a tabulation giving details? 

Answer. Yes. A table showing the most recent estimates by States was pre 
pared for and presented at the symposium on phosphorus in fertilizer and crop 
production sponsored by the American Society of Agronomy and held at the 
University of Illinois last August. This table was included in the paper entitled 
“Domestic Phosphate Deposits,” by V. E. McKelvey, J. B. Catheart, Z. 8. 
Altschuler, R. W. Swanson, and Katherine Lutz, of the United States Geological 
Survey. I prepared the table here submitted, table I, from data in that report. 


Question 13 

Will you state what this table shows with respect to the percentage distribu- 
tion of the total phosphate resources of the United States? 

Answer. This table shows a threefold breakdown of the reserves—first, the 
inferred reserves mineable under present conditions; next, the additional in- 
ferred resources mineable under changed economic conditions; and, finally, a 
summarization of the first two parts. It shows, also, 3 breakdown by principal 
States having significant phosphate resources. 

Ou stion 14 

Will you explain what is meant in this table by tons of P.O;? 

Answer. Most phosphate occurs in the mineral apatite, or some form thereof. 
The principal ferm of the phosphate deposits in the United States is the mineral 
carbonate fluorapatite. This mineral contains about 40 percent P.O;, the remain 
der of the mineral being composed of line (CaO), calcium fluoride (CaF.), and 
CO,. Therefore, the quantity of P.O; is dependent upon the grade or quality of 
the rock involved, the highest grade possible being about 40 percent. Most 
phosphate rock mined in this country today averages about 32 percent P.O; for 
acid-grade rock, or 25 percent for furnace-grade rock. The tons of P.O; data 
are obtained by multiplying the reserve phosphate rock tonnage by the mean 
grade expressed in percent, thus 100 tons of 30 percent rock would contain 30 
tons of P2Os. 

Question 15 

Is the significant measure, from the point of view of plant food, the P.O; 
content of the rock? 

Answer. In a manner; yes. The significant measure is the available or soluble 
P.O; present in the fertilizer. Thus, most phosphate rock as it occurs in nature 
has only a low-water solubility—a slightly higher citric acid solubility. There- 
fore, most phosphate rock needs to be treated to be useful as a fertilizer, though 
some phosphate rock is applied directly to certain soils such as acid soils. 
Question 16 

In order to compare phosphate rock in different sections of the United States, is 
it necessary then to submit figures in terms of P2O; content? 

Answer. For comparison purposes it is best to present data in a consistent man- 
ner, and one of the best ways to present phosphate data is in terms of P.O; con- 
tent. Most estimates on phosphate resources today are directed toward the higher- 
grade phosphate reserves. A far higher reserve could be computed if low-grade 
reserves were included. 
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Question 17 

What then does this table show with respect to the total distribution of minable 
hosphate resources in the United States? 

Answer. Of the rock minable under present conditions, about 56 percent occurs 
1 the western field and about 45 percent in Florida, with 1 percent in Tennessee 
Of the total minable and potentially minable phosphate resources in the United 
States, about 49 percent occurs in the western field, 41 percent in Florida, and 8 
ercent in Tennessee, with negligible quantities in other States, chiefly Arkansas 
ind South Carolina. 


Cu stion 18 
Have you any figures showing the extent to which the phosphate reserves have 
been mined in the various States? 
Answer. Yes; a total of about 185 million tons, containing about 60 million tons 
of P.O; have been mined through 1949 in this country. Of this total, about 133 
1 tons of marketed product containing 44 million tons of P.O; have been 
ed from Florida, 13 million tons containing nearly 4 million tons of P.O; from 
South Carolina, 32 million tons containing nearly 10 million tons of P.O; from 
'ennessee, and 6 million tons containing nearly 2 million tons of P.O; from the 
estern field, with negligible production from other States. 


Question 19 

What has been the cumulative total P.O; content of rock mined to date in the 
l'nited States, and how much of that has come from the western field? 

Answer. The total production in terms of P.O; content mined in the United 
States through 1949 is about 60 million tons, of which nearly 2 million tons 
have come from the western field. An additional 3% million tons P.O; was 
mined in 1950, the most recent year for which data are available (see table III). 


ue stion 20 

Will you state, for the most recent year for which the figures are available, 
the P.O; content of rock mined in the United States and the amount contributed 
by the western area, by Florida, by Tennessee, and by all other States? 

Answer. Table III shows the total phosphate-rock production in the United 
States for 1949 and 1950 as recorded in the United States Bureau of Mines Min 
erals Yearbook preprint for 1950. It also shows the phosphate rock sold or used 
by producers in Florida, Tennessee, and the Western States but does not give 
a breakdown on the phosphate rock mined. Table IV, prepared from the same 
source, Shows the phosphate rock mined in Florida, Tennessee, the Western 
States, and the United States for each year from 1941 to 1950 and the percentage 
of the national total credited to each state or area for this period. 

Question 21 

What percentage of the total was contributed by the western field ? 

Answer. As brought out in table III, the western field is credited with 783,209 
tons of phosphate rock that contained 229,913 tons of P.O; as sold or used by 
producers in 1950, or 7.6 percent of the national total tonnage and 6.9 percent 
of the total P.O;. However, table IV shows that 1,044,915 tons of phosphate rock 
vere mined in the Western States that year, or 9.4 percent of the total tonnage. 
The apparent discrepancy in these figures is explained by the fact that stocks in 
producers’ hands at the end of 1949 totaled but 44,000 tons whereas at the end 
of 1950 these stocks totaled 303,000 tons. 


Question 22 

What information have you on the western phosphate rock with respect to 
the extent of various grades? 

Answer. Our computations of reserves in the western field are still in very 
preliminary and incomplete status. In 1949 McKelvey published a preliminary 
and incomplete estimate of reserves suitable for mining in the western field and 
this estimate is reproduced in table II. It shows a breakdown of reserves suit 

for open-cut mining versus those suitable only for underground mining 
(above entry level), and each of these categories is further divided into reserves 
containing more than 31 percent P.O; and 24 to 31 percent P.O;. The table is set 
up to show the reserves by States or principal areas within States. 
Question 23 
Why were the two categories used of 31 percent P:O; and 24 to 31 percent P2O;? 
\nswer. The present grade deemed necessary for acid treatment of phosphate 
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rock by industry is about 31 percent and that deemed necessary for treatment by 
the electric furnace is 24 percent P.O; content. 
Question Bh 

Will you explain the differences in the requirements of grade of rock as be- 
tween acid process and the furnace process? 

Answer. The other constituents present in phosphate rock deemed worthy of 
consideration for acid treatment are chiefly silica, calcium carbonate, and oxides 
of alumina and iron, generally in the form of clay minerals. Of these con- 
stituents, the silica is inert, but both the carbonate and the iron and alumina 
oxides are detrimental to the treatment, and therefore a minimum grade of 
31 percent P20; is generally deemed necessary for rock to be treated by the acid 
process. In the furnace process, the two principal factors necessary for con- 
sideration are the P.O; content and the silica content of the rock, for the silica 
present as the principal impurity in western phosphate rock serves as a flux which 
is necessary in the furnace process and a grade of about 24 to 25 percent P.O; 
with the proper amount of silica is the optimum grade for furnace treatment. 
Question 25 


Are vou familiar with the industrial processes of treating phosphate rock? 

Answer. Yes, insofar as I have had occasion to visit phosphate treatment 
plants in the West and to become cognizant of the grades of rock in which phos- 
phate companies are interested, which grades become the basis for our considera- 
tion of reserves. I am not qualified to testify in regard to any details of the 
processess of phosphate rock treatment. 

Question 26 

Table II shows some figures for the Bear River region of Idaho, Wyoming, and 
Utah. Where is this Bear River region? 

Answer. The Bear River region occurs in the southeastern corner of Idaho and 
overlaps into the adjacent parts of Wyoming and Utah. It may be pointed out 
on plate 1, which is a map showing the generalized distribution of Permian phos- 
phate deposits in the States of Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, and Utah. On this 
map, the Bear River region is shown in the encircled area. 

Question 27 

Hiave you any figures as to the percentages of the western phosphate reserve 
that lies in the Bear River region? 

Answer. No, we have no figures that could be used to obtain a reliable esti- 
mate of the percentage of the western phosphate reserve that lies in the Bear 
River region. A very rough estimate would be about 50 percent of the total 
phosphate in the western field occurs in the Bear River region of southeastern 
Idaho and adjacent parts of Wyoming and Utah. In further support of this, 
I refer to the four maps on plate 3, which show, respectively ; A, the total phos- 
phate in the phosphatic portions of the Phosphoria formation expressed in feet 
times percent P.0;: B, the total thickness of 31 percent P.O; rock (in feet) ; 
C, the total thickness of 25 percent P.O; rock (in feet) ; and, D, the total thick- 
ness of 18 percent P.O; rock (in feet). It should be pointed out that these maps 
do not signify economic deposits of phosphate but merely total phosphate in the 
categories used. In preparing map A, the total phosphate at each of the various 
localities was determined by multiplying the thickness times the grade for each 
sample collected and summing up to gain a figure of total phosphate. Thus, a 
total thickness of 200 feet of phosphatic rocks containing an average of 10 per- 
cent P.O; would give a figure of 2,000 feet percent. On the map, the highest con- 
tour in the heart of the Bear River region is 2,500 feet percent. The map is 
graduated in units of 500 feet percent except for an outer contour of 200 feet 
percent, which outlines, more or less and with one notable exception, the outer 
limits of the field. Almost everything within the Bear River region exceeds 
1,500 feet percent. Thus, the greatest concentration of phosphate in the western 
field is very clearly in the Bear River region, though mineable phosphate does 
occur in other parts of the field. 

Question 28 

Getting back to table IT and the figures shown for the Bear River region, will 
you please state these figures? 

Answer. The early estimates made of mineable reserves in the Bear River 
region (figures in round numbers) show 25 million short tons of 31 percent 
rock and 75 million tons of 24 to 31 percent rock, respectively, suitable for open- 
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mining and 300 million tons of 31 percent rock and 1,000 million tons of 

o 31 percent rock suitable only for underground mining above entry level. 

is, the reserves of furnace-quality rock versus acid-grade rock are roughly 
to 1. 


Ouestion 

Referring again to plate 3, will you please explain the significance of the 

r three maps which you have not yet discussed? 

Answer. To do this, I should explain briefly our sampling program. The 
samples we have collected in the field represent, with few exceptions, beds of 
one-half foot to 5 feet in thickness. The cumulative thickness of all samples 
exceeding 31 percent P.O; at each sample locality was used in preparing the 


31 percent map on plate 3, and similarly for the 25 and the 18 percent P20; maps. 
Thus, these maps do not indicate mineable phosphate as such, but merely indi- 
cate the distribution of phosphate with respect to the various grades as deter- 
mined by the samples collected in our program. They do point out, however, that 
the eatest concentration of phosphate of these grades is in the Bear River 


, of southeastern Idaho, and the greatest reserve of mineable thickness and 
ty phosphate is likewise in this region. 
stion 30 
Have you any figures on the extent to which the phosphate reserves in the 
Bear River region are found on Federal public lands and the percentage of the 
western rock reserves in the entire area which are found on Federal public lands? 
Answer. We are assembling data on the ownership classification of all lands 
involving the western phosphate deposits, but these data are yet so incom 
plete that a satisfactory answer to this question cannot now be given. AS a 
rough estimate, I would say that perhaps more than 80 percent of lands involving 
the western phosphate deposits are Federal public lands and perhaps as much 
as 75 percent of the lands of the Bear River region fall in this category. Federal 
lands include chiefly national forests, national parks and monuments, and Indian 
lands 
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TABLE I.—Resources of phosphate rock in the United States’ 


lonnages are in millions of long ton 


Inferred reserves tin 


ible under present 
condition 


lk 


7 


arket 


product 


Tons n 


Florida 2 32. ¢ : 3, 36 21.1 5, 390 
South Carolina 6. 7 2 9 
Tennessee 5 7 5, 398 1, 12% 5 {83 
Western field __. 7 2 56.3 20. 000! 5 2s 000 
Arkansas 20 i 25 21 
Other States 


Total 5, 128 545 4) 100 49, 000) 11, 
1 Data taken from Domestic Phosphate Deposits by V. E. McKelvey, J. B. Catheart, S 
R. W. Swanson, and Katherine Lutz, U. S. Geological Survey; paper read Aug. 27, 1952, at thesymp 


on phosphorus in fertilizer and crop production sponsored by the American Society of Agronomy and held 
at the University of I!linois; paper in press for publication as a monograph of that society 


TABLE II.—Preliminary and income estimate of reserves of phosphate rock 
suitable for mining in Permian rocks of the western field * 


[Millions of short to s] 


for open-cut 


+31 percent 
P205 


Montana ) 

Teton Basin, Wyoming and Idaho None 

Western Wyoming 

Bear River region, Idaho, Wyoming and Utah 25 5 300 
Lander area, W yvoming None None 
Central W yoming, excluding Lander area None \ None 
Utah, excluding Bear River region None lo None None 


lable reproduced from Geologi al Studies of the Western Phosphate Field by V. E. McKelvey of the 
U. 8. Geological Survey; paper read at the symposium on western phosphate mining sponsored by the 
American Institute of Mining and Metallurgical Engineers and held at San Francisco, Calif., in February 
1949; published in Mining Transactions, vol. 184, of that society 
2 Not estimated Che only potential open-pit deposits known in Montana are in the Centennial Range 
and in the area southwest of Lima Though these deposits appear promising, not enough data are avail- 
able to determine whether or not they can be mined by open-pit methods, or what their reserves may be 
Estimated by M. R. Klepper; includes deposits in the Centennial Range, part of which may be 
amenable to open-pit mining 
* Estimated by M. R. Klepper 
Not estimated 
* Not estimated. Minable rock containing more than 31 percent P2QOs is present in the Big Hole Moun 
tains, where there may be a few million tons; rock containing 24 to 31 percent P205 may total several million 
tons 
7 Not estimated. Reserves in both classes probably total scores of millions of ton 
* Modified from estimates made by R. H. hing 
Not estimated. May total tens of millions of tons 
A few small deposits near Provo are estimated to contain less than 1 million tons 
! Not estimated. May total a few million tons 


NotTE.—All estimates based upon meager data, both as regards topographic and geologic setting of indi 
vidual deposits as well as chemical analyses. The estimates are of rock in the ground and no allowance 
is made for loss due to dilution or unfavorable structural conditions beyond those which can be judged 
from surface outcrops. All figures are rounded off to the nearest 24 million tons. Minimum mining width 
assumed to be 3 feet in both open-cut and underground mining 
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TABLE ITT Phosphate rock production in the United States, 1949-50 * 





k ires in long tons 
1949 1950 
| 
: PO ! i] t of i ; P20s5 con Percent of 
R ont tot O , tent total P2O5 
: 8 8 2 866, 897 114,159 | 3,56 3 
Se & GR 2 913. 7 2 3, 336, 112 
F] 6.8 g 2 289 4 78.7 8, O85, 870 2, 716, 009 81.4 
I { 77.08 12.9 384, 473 390, 190 11.7 
\ 826, 474 246, 761 Rf 783, 209 229, 913 6.9 
M I 1950 on phosphate rock. 
PaBitE I\ Phosphate rock mined in the United States, 1941-50" 
Figures in ] 
Florida lrennessee Western field 
t 
y 
1 Percent of n Percent of 1 Percent of 
ons ons ons 
total ; total total 
1 992 18 117. % { 1 O67 26. 4 4.1 
4 818 93 2 984 62 1, 568, 162 ; 5. 6 
4 iO, YOu 3, 274, 2b 6 1, S68, 407 34.8 1.2 
2K 2 486, 482 67.0 1, 413, 246 27.2 o 
14 5 309. 739 R14 7( 1, 260, 849 23.3 6. 0 
4 - 18R’ R39 OK 9 6 1. 316, 10 18.3 72, 330 8.0 
) RO S S 0.1 1, 489, 980 16.4 239, 727 13. ¢ 
i458 ) 3288. 16) R4 6 1, 499, 54 16.0 04. 316 7.6 
49 8. 877, 474 6. 695. 4 4 1, 403 15.8 778, 598 3.8 
1950 114, 15y 8, 007, 227 77.3 1, 472, 13. 2 1, 044, 915 1.4 
Bureau of Mines Minerals Yearbook preprint for 1950 on phosphate rock. 


STATEMENT OF W. A. MINOR 


The statement of W. A. Minor, assistant to the Secretary, United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., taken at the offices of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in Washington, D. C., on December 15, 1952, on behalf of the 
intervenors, Secretary of the Interior, Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., 
Hells Canyon Development Association, Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, 
Washington State Grange, Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union of 
America, and such other intervenors as may elect to avail themselves thereof, 
for the purpose of presentation as evidence in these proceedings or as an offer 
to stipulate as the testimony of the said W. A. Minor therein, on interrogation 
by Edward Weinberg, attorney: 


Question 1. 


Please state your name, position in the U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
your experience and responsibilities in the Department that bear on fertilizer 
problems in agriculture. 

Answer. I am W. A. Minor, Assistant to the Secretary, United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture. Since December 23, 1944, I have served as Chairman of 
the United States Department of Agriculture Committee on National Fertilizer 
Policy. This committee was established in connection with the Department’s 
responsibility for leadership in the formulation of policy and programs relating 
to fertilizer. The committee is charged with consideration of “factors affecting 
the immediate and long-time need for fertilizers, available sources and action 
which should be taken or considered to insure adequate supplies to meet possi- 
ble needs of agriculture.” 

The committee includes representatives of Department agencies having respon- 
Sibilities relating to fertilizer. It works with other Federal departments and 
agencies, representatives of land-grant colleges, the fertilizer industry, and 
other groups, public and private, in carrying out its responsibilities. 
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I am also co-chairman of the Steering Committee which provides leadership 
for the joint USDA land-grant college nationwide program for more eflicient 
use of fertilizer and lime. 

There is no more important problem facing the Nation than adequate sup 
plies of food and fiber to feed and clothe the people. The place of fertilizer 
in meeting this need has received active consideration by the Department Ferti 
lizer Committee and the Stearing Committee. 


uestion 2 


What changes have taken place in the use of fertilizer in the United States? 

Answer. The amount of fertilizer used in the United States has been increasing 
for many years at a rate of approximately 10 percent per year. The use of 
nitrogen increased from 282,000 tons N average for the period 1930-35 to 1,238,000 
tons in 1950-51, an increase of 339 percent. Comparable figures for phosphate 
were 562,000 tons P.O; in 1930-35 and 2,110,000 tons in 1950-51, an increase 
of 275 percent, and for potash from 261,000 tons K:O to 1,380,000 tons, an in- 
crease of 428 percent. 

The amount of plant nutrients as N and K.0O has doubled in the last 8 years. 
in the case of phosphate, use doubled in 10 years, being less than the other 
nutrients because of sulfuric acid shortages for treating phosphate rock. The 
plant nutrients used by farmers in the United States has reached a new peak in 
each of the last 13 years. 


Question 3 


Do you have this information in tabular form which may be used for reference? 

Answer. Yes. As a basis for my statement and for statements of other Depart- 
ment officials, [ would like to submit exhibit 1 which consists of the following 
tables : 

Table 1. Primary plant nutrients consumed as commercial fertilizers in the 
United States and Territories, 1930-50. 

Table 2. Estimates of quantities of commercial plant nutrients used in 1950 
ind of those needed for level and pattern of production attainable in 1955, 

Table 3. Production of superphosphates in the continental United States 
1930-51 and first 9 months of 1952. 

Table 4, Statistics of phosphate rock in the United States 1930-51, 

Table 5. Source of phosphate rock produced in the United States, calendar 
vears 1945 and 1951. 

Table 6. Average consumption of P2QO5 and total primary nutrients per acre 
of harvested crops in the different regions of the continental United States, 1950. 

Table 7. Consumption of available P205 as separate materials and as mixed 
fertilizers in the United States and Territories, years ended June 30, 1946, and 
1951. 

As exhibit 2, I would like also to submit the following charts: 

Figure 1, Consumption of primary plant nutrients as commercial fertilizer in 
the United States and Territories, 1980-50. 

Figure 2. Regional consumption of primary plant nutrients as commercial 
fertilizer in the United States and Territories, years ended June 30, 1934, 1939, 
144, and 1950. 

Figure 3. Average rail rate on phosphate rock in the United States, 1939-50. 

Figure 4. Rail freight cost as percentage of phosphate rock value at destination 

the United States, 1930-50. 

Figure 5. Rail transportation costs in the United States per ton of P2Q5 in 
normal and triple superphosphate. 


Question 4 


In general terms only, what have been the principal problems confronting the 
Department with respect to fertilizer in recent years? 

Answer. Our principal problems have been related to inadequate supplies, not 
withstanding the large increases in available supplies. In other words, need and 
demand have for most of the past 10 years been ahead of supplies. In the case of 
nitrogen, plant capacity has not kept pace while sulfuric acid shortages have 
seriously affected the supply of P205. Potash has also been in short supply dur- 
ing a substantial part of the time. Getting proper distribution of available sup- 
plies particularly in new and rapidly expanding areas of consumption has been a 
problem. We have also been concerned with improving physical condition and 
increasing plant nutrient content of fertilizers and in their efficient use to attain 
needed production. 
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Question 5 

In general, what are the current programs of the Department relating to the 
production and use of fertilizer? 

Answer. The Department of Agriculture conducts studies and researchers on 
phosphate and other fertilizers, including: methods of processing the raw mate 


] 


rials and the technology of the products and their utilization: chemical and 


gronomic evaluation of fertilizers, and the economics of their use in crop pro 
duction: fertilizer requirements of crops and cropping systems, and the influence 
or fertilizers on the composition, quality, and nutritional value of crops; and 


compilat on and analysis of statistical information on fertilizer production, con 
sumption, and use The Department of Agriculture renders educational, tech 
nical, and financial assistance to farmers in the use of fertilizers for soil con 
servation and improvement; aids farmer cooperatives in establishing and 
financing facilities for fertilizer production and distribution; and cooperates 
with other Federal agencies and the fertilizer industry in securing production of 
the Nation’s requirements of fertilizers. We are now participating in an exten 
sive program for more efficient use of fertilizer and lime 


Ouestion 6 

What estimates of future fertilizer requirements in this country have been 
made by the Department of Agriculture or by the Department cooperating with 
other agencies? For 1955? For 1975? 

Answer: 


AMOUNT NEEDED BY 195° 


Based on a study of agriculture’s capacity to produce conducted by the State 
land grant colleges and the United States Department of Agriculture and sup 
ported by other available information, the Department of Agriculture recom 
mended to the Defense Production Administration a supply goal for fertilizer by 
1955 of 2.185.000 tons N, 3,485,000 tons P2O;, and 2,185,000 tons K-O. A minimum 
of these amounts is required by farmers in producing needed food and fiber. 
These represent increases of 70 percent, 55 percent, and DO percent, respectively, 
over the amounts used in 1950—51. 


AMOUNT NEEDED BY 1975 


ry > 


The President’s Materials Policy Commission in a report issued in June 1952 
states in volume I, page 45, that “The demand for farm products, including those 
required as raw materials by industry, is expected to rise steadily over the next 
25 years. Within the Commission’s basic assumption, including a doubling of the 
gross national product by 1975, an increase of 40 percent in the demand for all 
products of the land except timber seems reasonable.” 

In a condensation of a report to the Commission in volume V, page 72, it is 
pointed out that “‘About 214 times the 4 million tons of plant nutrients used in 
1950 will be needed to bring about the 40 percent more agricultural production 
by 1975 if we assume that other practices are improved along with increased 
fertilizer use in about the same proportion as in the past two decades. The 
gains from fertilizer use are so striking, however, and call for so little additional 
labor that fertilizer may well play a larger role in attaining higher yields in 
the future than in the past.’ 

Question 7 

What is the name of the report to the Commission and by whom was it pre- 
pared? 

Answer. The report is entitled “Fertilizer Resources and Requirements of the 
United States.” It was prepared by the Fertilizer Committee of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, of which I am Chairman, with the assistance 
of representatives of the Department of the Interior and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

Ouestion 8 

This is the report then that is summarized as report No. 8, volume V, of the 
report of the President’s Materials Policy Commission, called Resources for 
Freedom published in June 1952? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Ouestion 9 


What is the conclusion as to 1975 needs for farm output in this country? 
\nswer. It will take about 40 percent more farm production to support 190 
mnillion Americans in 1975 at a high standard of living 


Question 10 


What is your conclusion as to plant nutrient needs to produce that farm output? 
Answer. We will need by 1975 more than 2% times the 4 million tons of 
primary plant nutrients contained in the 1844 million tons of commercial fertilizer 
used in the crop year 1950. 
Que stion Jl 

Why do we need more fertilizer? 

Answer. The population of the United States has increased from about 92 
million in 1910 to approximately 157 million at the present time. By 1975 it is 
expected to be more than 190 million. The farm population in 1910 was 35 percent 
of the total but at the present time is about 15 percent. If current trends con 
tinue farm population would be less than 20 million by 1975 or about 10 percent 
of what is projected for the total population of the United States in 1975. Total 
employment on farms in the United States has decreased from over 12 million 
in 1910 to about 9.8 million in 1952. With this decrease and our increased popu 
lation 1 farm worker must now provide food and fiber for 16 persons as com 
pared to 8 in 1910. If the comparison were made on the basis of persons 14 years 
of age and over, employed a majority of their time in agriculture, each agricul 
tural worker now provides for almost 3 times as many persons as he did in 1910 
It is likely that the trends of increasing total population, decreasing farm popu 
lation, decreasing workers on farms and increasing population per farm worker 
will continue. 

There is relatively little additional land to be brought into production so that 
our increased needs for food and fiber must come in large part from the land 
now being used. More than 70 million acres of land formerly used for the support 
of work stock are now producing food and fiber. The transition from work stock 
to machinery is almost complete and no further substantial contribution to our 
need can come from this source. 

The Department of Agriculture and the land grant colleges are also sponsor 
ing a program for improvement of our grasslands. Fertilizer can play an impor 
tant part in this improvement. As a matter of fact, one of the greatest oppor 
tunities for increased production is in the use of fertilizer on grasses and legumes 
where none or only limited amounts have heretofore been used. 

Fertilizer can make a major contribution to balanced farming, which is a major 
step in attaining sustained high level production. Fertilizer is now being used 
over much wider areas than in the past, and substantial expansion of supplies 
will be required to meet the needs of these areas, particularly in the North Cen 
tral States. Not only does fertilizer make a major contribution toward produce 
tion but its use is generally profitable to the farmer. 

In large part the increased production needed must come through increased 
production per acre and per farm worker. To obtain the objective of increased 
production, balanced quantities of nitrogen, phosphate and potash fertilizer must 
be used in conjunction with appropriate amounts of liming materials and in 

onnection with other good farming practices. 
(Jue stion 12 

What recent actions has the Department taken in cooperation with other 
Federal agencies and industry to get more production of fertilizers, particularly 
phosphates? 

Answer. Upon recommendation of this Department, the Defense Production 
Administration formally adopted the goals for domestic fertilizer supply by 1950 
of 2,185,000 tons N in expansion goal No. 9 on January 4, 1952, of 3,485,000 tons 
P.O; in expansion goal No. 149A on August 5, 1952, and of 2,185,000 tons K.O in 
expansion goal No, 141 on July 22, 1952. The Defense Production Administration 
has issued tax-amortization certificates looking toward the attainment of these 
goals. Assistance in obtaining necessary scarce materials has also been provided 
Officials of the Department of Agriculture have worked with industry officials in 
planning and developing capacity to meet these goals. 
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Question 13 


What has been the main problem in getting increased production of phosphate 
fertilizer? 

Answer. More than 90 percent of the available phosphates used in fertilizer 
is produced by processes involving treatment of phosphate rock with sulfuric 
acid. The shortage of sulfur in the last 2 or 3 years has prevented needed in- 
creases in phosphate fertilizer supplies. Previously supplies of sulfur had been 
ample. 

Question 14 


What are some of the ways of solving this problem? 
Answer. This need can be met by discovery of new sources of sulfur, but per- 
haps more practically by developing known methods of producing phosphate 
fertilizers without the use of sulfuric acid, or at least with less use of it. Use 
of nitric acid, for treatment of phosphate rock is being developed as one of these 
methods. 
Question 15 

Does the electric furnace offer promise as another method of getting needed 
supplies with smaller quantities of sulfuric acid? 

Answer. Yes, it does. 

Question 16 

What is your view as to the effect of higher concentrated fertizers on costs to 
farmers? 

Answer. One of the most promising opportunities for lowering the cost of plant 
nutrients to the farmer is by increasing the concentration of fertilizers, particu- 
larly mixed fertilizers, thereby reducing transportation, handling, storage, and 
bagging costs per unit of plant nutrient. These are becoming more and more 
important factors in the cost to farmers. While this is very important it is only 
one of the problems involved in efficient use of fertilizers. 


Question 17 


What is being done at this time to promote more efficient use of fertilizer? 
Answer: 


PROGRAM FOR MORE EFFICIENT USE OF FERTILIZER AND LIME 


Having in mind the continuing increase in need for and use of fertilizer and 
lime, including phosphates, the Department of Agriculture and the land-grant 
colleges have launched a nationwide program for more efficient use of fertilizer 
and lime to increase production of needed food and fiber, build up the productivity 
of our land for continued high-level production, and to increase net returns to 
farmers. In this program the Department and the land-grant colleges are enlist- 
ing the cooperation of the fertilizer industry and other public and private 
agencies. The program calls for emphasis on research on problems of fertilizer 
technology, marketing, application, determination of need, and physical response 
to and economic levels of use. It also seeks to improve statistics as a means of 
providing a basis for more effectively determining and providing for future needs. 
Extensive educational and demonstration activities under leadership of the 
cooperative agricultural extension services will encourage use of appropriate 
amounts of fertilizer and lime under conditions existing on the farm. Other 
programs of the Department will effectively support these activities. 


Question 18 


What is your view as to the need for greater use of western rock for producing 
phasphate fertilizer? 
Answer : 


NEED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF WESTERN PHOSPHATE RESOURCES 


Increasing amounts of nitrogen will come from synthetic ammonia plants. 
Increasing quantities of potash will come from existing and newly developed 
mines and from imports and we will look to increased processing of phosphate 
rock for our phosphate needs. Increasing freight rates and higher handling 
costs have increased the importance of higher concentration of phosphate fer- 
tilizer. Shortages of sulfuric acid have held back expansion to meet our needs. 
Phosphate rock reserves are found primarily in Florida and in four Western 
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States. We have been drawing very heavily on the Florida rock although 


larger part of our reserves are in the West. With the large increase in co! 


sumption of phosphate in the North Central States, western phosphate resources 
should be developed and used where economically feasible. This would provide 
needed fertilizer and at the same time avoid the possibility of serious dislocation 
®f supplies for future generations. The Department of Agriculture strongl 
irges that all necessary steps be taken to bring about the development of western 


phosphate resources and their use where economically feasible. The availability 
n the years ahead of adequate supplies of low-cost power for processing phos 


S| 
phate rock would contribute to this objective. 


IxHIBIT 1 


Submitted by W. A. Minor, Assistant to the Secretary, United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture, in connection with answers to questions regarding phos 
phate fertilizers in the United States 


TABLE 1—Primary plant nutrients consumed as commercial fertilizers in the 
United States and Territories, 1930-50’ 


Satis A vailabl 
Calendar ye N phosp Ko otal 
| ide (Pat a 
_ = | 
00 short 100 short 100 short ”) short 
tons r ; 

130) 17 7 4 l 

131 Ol 611 2 

32 214 413 192 
LYS: 240 464 2 2 
1934 7 3() 2 1, Of 
1935 $12 7 ] 

136 f 

137 +] 704 1 

138 m4 744 j 
1939 398 TR ) 
194f 419 12 6 

i 458 994 467 1° 
1942 409 1, 131 i s 
1943 509 l 64 g 
1944 635 649 
1045 641 45 7 s 
i4t 759 1, 671 854 “4 
47 N 177 879 10 
1948 S41 1, 84 ) 640 
19 vl2 1, 58 l 4 : 
150 1. 126 » O72 l { 
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! yw 
t i i n ¢ 
Maine 
Ne H hire 
R ie Island 
Ce ont 
Ne i r 
Pe lvania 
De ‘ 
Maryland 
. east 
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Indiana 
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Iowa 
Missour 
{ Belt 
Mi 
Ww oO 
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Lake Stat 
Vir 
West \ ; 
No Caro 1 
Kent 
I ‘ 
A ppalachia 
South Carol ; 
Geo 1 
Florida 
Alabama 
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Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Mississippi Delt 
Texas 
Oklahoma 
Southern Plains 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebraska 
Kansas 
Northern Plain 
Montana 
Idah¢ 
Wvoming 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
Utal 
Nev ida 
Mounta 
Washingtor 
Oregor 
California 
Pacific 
I nit 1st ite 
Includes 137,100 tons of I 
2 Includes 211,000 tons of I 
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i I Gira Coll ind Dy 
i t \ re t | ( 
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r } } 
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114, ¢ 50. OOR 268, 282 43, WOE 
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6,4 41, 542 12 
R 684 153, 881 11 } 608 
*, 862 xu 13, 723 35, 877 
22 17.000 4 450 ; 700 
92, 148 16, 276 104, 142 133, 200 
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il 97, 669 53, 047 106, 283 
2 “4 $41. 962 932 335 360 449 
84. UH] 46, 39. 157, | 
32 70) 35 KH 66, 416 
30, 155 25, 261 40, 634 
153. 81 107. 156 59, 441 264, OSI 
28, 64 78, 877 11, 844 64, 667 
OU 30, 000 $3, 000 2Y, S23 
$3, 64 108, 877 14,844 94, 490 
R84 6. 037 40) 4179 
] 1, 347 40 7, 134 
12. 450 1.495 0 67. 960 
6, 861 44. 464 lu 0) 306 
$0). OOF $3. 343 3. 27 120. 669 
1. 943 4 370 { 4. 67¢ 
9 006 21). 760 555 14, 950 
nt 2 ( 2 37% 
2 43 6. 350 ) 6. 11¢ 
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8 OGR &. 779 2, 18: 21,24 
2 28 9 453 0 4, 893 
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SH), 46 40, 002 2, 82 
S839 9, 743 3 
5, 783 10, 594 2, 
125. 653 9. 867 171. O85 
L150, 275 RO, 204 18, 216 222, 331 
1, 026, 004 2, OBR, 391 1, O81, S76 1, 977, 291 
O; in the form of rock phosphat« 
O; in the form of rock phosphat« 
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TABLE 3.—Production of superphosphates in the 


In short tons] 





Normal 
uper 

130 1, 200 
13 155. 100 
IZ 29 10) 
$44, YOO 
34 477, 500 
193 490, 200 
26 68, 800 
400 
% . 200 
32, 600 
{ 24, 400 
4 , YOO 
42 926, 000 
Me 1, 140, 879 
444 1, 213, 059 
45 1, 334, 001 
104¢ 1, 421, 197 
947 1, 683, 923 
1U48 1, 688, 615 
949 1, 644, 584 
950 1, 684, 430 
451 1, 702, 251 
2 2 1, 345, 638 


Includes small quantities of wet-mixed base made by treating mixtures 


genous organic materials with sulfuric acid 
First 9 months. 


Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture and U. S. Bureau of the 


TABLE 4.—Statistics of phosphate rock in the 


{In 1,000 long tons] 
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Calendar year 
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Imports 
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11, 400 
13, 300 
$1, 300 
41, 000 
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76. 400 
&H. OOD 
125, 500 
151, 400 
146, 300 
144, 600 
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112, 932 
145. 044 
172, 725 
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of phosphate rock 


United States, 1930 


875 


continental United States, 
1930-51 and first 9 months of 1952 


i il 
744, AOO 
477. 800 


50H, SOO 
463, 200 
508, 800 
531, 200 
627, 200 
804. 800 
683, 200 
758, 100 
875, 800 
955, 200 





1, 070. 600 
J 171 
1, 339, 543 
ay ), 933 
1, 241 
1, 856, 648 
1, 899, 535 
1, 891, 411 
1, 993, 515 


2, 025, 008 
1, 631, 423 


and nitro- 


ol 


Apparent 
consump- 





tion * 
131 33 1, 226 2, 733 
431 13 951 lé 
IS2 13 613 1, 107 
133 8 829 1, 669 
34 , 0 993 1, 841 
4 j 4 1, 104 1, 942 
193¢ 3, 352 3 1, 209 2, 146 
IS 5, Yoo 13 1, 053 2,917 
13S 3, 739 7 1, 141 2, 605 
939 3, 757 } 4G 2, 812 
14( 4,003 3 751 3, 254 
41 4, 690 4 1, 020 3. 674 
442 4, 644 4 529 4,119 
943 5, 126 17 358 4,815 
5, 377 123 439 5, O61 

44 », 807 142 491 158 
O4t 6, 861 fi 633 6, 287 
47 9, 027 13 ' 1,643 7,428 
1948 &%, 669 4s 1,141 7, 576 
194 8, 9R7 65 1, 258 7, 794 
OF 10, 254 87 1. 832 & 509 
) 11, 095 90 1, 727 Y, 403 

Sold or used by producers 

Marketed production plus imports minus exports. In some years the figures do not coincide with those 
erived directly from the data of columns 2, 3, and 4, because of the rounding of the respective figures to the 
earest 1,000 tons 

Doves not include exports under Army civilian supply program 

Includes 890,000 tons exported to Japan and Korea under Army ¢ lian supply program 


Includes exports under Army civilian supply program 
Source: U. 3. Bureau of Mines and U.S. Bureau of the C« 





TRE 








S76 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


TABLE 5.—Source of phosphate rock produced in the United States, calendar 
years 1945 and 1951 


Quantity 1,000 long tor Proportion (percent 
M4 1951 1945 19 
| 4 238 8. 407 30 7 
1 1, 421 22.3 12.8 
274 178 4 
17 1.09. 100.0 100. { 
2 Ine } \ 
i) A a] l ( undir the latter t t 
(K 
» irce Bu i 1 
TARLE 6 {verage consumption of P.O; and total primary nutrients per acre o 
harvested crops in the different regions of the continental United States, 1950 
{Pounds pe cre] 
i - ; 
; Available Potal 
Region PoQs primary 
— nutrients 
Northeast 29. ¢ 6. 6 
Corn Belt 414.1 424.0 
Lake Stat« 82 15.7 
A ppalachi 35.6 71.0 
Southeast ? 39. 1 90.9 
M ppi Delta * 14.7 44.0 
S ern Plai 6.0 8 
N é Plai L3 2.0 
Mount 3.9 73 
Pacific 11.3 35. 1 
United States 415.2 424. ¢ 


Nitrogen, available P2Os and K2O 
Maine, New Ham e, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland 
Ohio, Indiana, IMlinois, Iowa, Missouri 
‘ Includes total P2Os in raw mineral phosphates used for direct application to the soil in Illinois. 
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota 





6 Virs a, West Virginia, North Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee. 
? South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama. 
* Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana 
’ Texas, Oklahoma 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas 
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada 


? Washington, Oregon, Californ 








ia. 


Source: U. 8S. Department of Agriculture. 


TABLE 7.—Consumption of available P.O; as separate materials and as mired 
fertilizers in the United States and Territories, years ended June 30, 1946 and 
1951 


Available P205 


Product 


Increase (+-) or 


194546 1950-51 decrease (—) 

Separate materials Short tons Short tons Short tons Percent 
Normal superphosphate 382, 230 307, 890 —74, 340 —19. 4 
Concentrated superphosphate 47, 600 110, 021 +62, 421 +131. 1 
Ammonium phosphates 10, 770 48, 518 +37, 748 +350. 5 
Raw mineral phosphates 13, 256 30, 761 +17, 505 4-132. 1 
Other phosphates 45, 810 70, 655 +24, 845 +54. 2 
Total 499, 666 567, 845 +-68, 179 +13.6 
Mixed fertilizers an 1, 056, 137 1, 542, 282 +486, 145 +46. 0 
Grand total 1, 555, 803 2, 110, 127 +554, 324 +35.6 
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EXHIBIT 2 


Submitted by W. A. Minor, Assistant to the Secretary, United States Depart 
ment of Agriculture, in connection with answers to questions regarding phos 
phate fertilizers in the United States 


FIGURE 1. 


S. Department of Agriculture 





° 
° 


Nitrogen (N) 


Consumption — Million Short Tons 


1930 1935 1940 1945 i950 
Calendar Year 


Consumption of primary plant nutrients as commercial fertilizer 
in the United States and Territories, 1930 - 1950. 
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FIGURE 3. 


r S) 
° tm 






oO 


- PER SHORT TON - DOLLARS 
@ 
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O'"1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 B47 1948 1949 1950 
YEAR 


Average rail rate on phosphate rock in the United States, 1939 - 1950. 


Sourcer "Fertilizer Resources and Requirements of the United States." 


Report to the President's Materials Policy Commission, 
February 1952. 











SSO HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


FIGURE 4. 
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PERCENT 
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wo 


1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 19441945 1946 1947 1948 194 
; YEAR 


1950 


Rail freight cost as percentage of phosphate-rock value 
at destination in the United States, 1939 - 1950. 


' Source: "Fertilizer Resources and Requirements of the United States." 
Report to the President's Materials Policy Commission, 
February 1952. 
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Fieure 5. 
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ExHIsItT 3 


SURVEY OF THE SUPERPHOSPIHATE AND WET-PROCESS PHOSPHORIC ACID INDUSTRIES 
IN THE UNITED STATES IN 1950 AND 1951 


J. Richard Adams,’ T. H. Tremearne,? K. D. Jacob,’ and L. G. Porter? United 
States Department of Agriculture 


I. INTRODUCTION 


Several recent developments have emphasized the need for detailed, up-to-date 
information on the superphosphate and wet-process phosphoric acid industries in 
the United States. These developments comprise chiefly : 

(1) The considerable increase in the use of phosphate fertilizers since World 
War II and the expectation of a further increase in the demand over the next 
few years. 

(2) The shortage of sulfuric acid, a basic chemical for the manufacture of 
more than 90 percent of the country’s production of available phosphoric oxide 
(P.O;) as fertilizer. 

3) The interest of the Atomic Energy Commission in phosphate rock as a 
source of uranium, especially with reference to recovery of uranium as a Co- 
product of the manufacture of wet-process phosphoric acid for subsequent con- 
version chiefly into triple superphosphate and other fertilizers. 

In 1941 the Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with the National Fer- 
tilizer Association, made a survey of the normal (ordinary) superphosphate and 
wet-base goods industries, which was the most complete study of the kind that 
had been made of these industries.” Further studies have indicated the subse- 
quent progress in certain phases of the industries. Surveys, similar to the 1941 
study of normal superphosphate and wet-base goods, have not been made of the 
industries manufacturing wet-process phosphoric acid and converting it into 
triple superphosphate and other fertilizer products. 

The present survey was undertaken to obtain the information necessary for 
an appraisal of the current status of the several industries. 


If. ORGANIZATION OF THE SURVEY 


With the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, questionnaires were sub- 
mitted to all companies known to be operating plants for the manufacture of 
normal superphosphate, wet-base goods, wet-process phosphoric acid, triple su- 
perphosphate, and other fertilizers and fertilizer materials made by processes 
involving treatment of phosphate rock with sulfuric, phosphoric, or other acids. 
Information was requested on individual plants. 

Representatives of the National Production Authority, Bureau of the Census, 
and Bureau of the Budget collaborated in the preparation of the questionnaires. 

The requested information included the annual capacities of the plants for 
manufacturing the respective products; the grades and quantities of the products 
made; the types, grades, and quantities of phosphate rock used; the sources and 
quantities of the acids consumed; and the kinds and quantities of the fluorine 
compounds recovered as marketable coproducts. Information was also requested 
on the disposition of the wet-process phosphoric acid and the sulfuric acid made 
in facilities coexisting with the wet-process phosphoric acid and the phosphate 
fertilizer plants. 

Reports were received from all of the companies that were contacted. 

The data of the survey were compiled chiefly on State and regional bases, 
insofar as this could be done without disclosing information on the operations of 
individual companies and plants.’ 


Division of Fertilizer and Agricultural Lime, Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, and 
Agricultural Engineering, Agricultural Research Administration, Beltsville, Md. 

Office of Materials and Facilities, Production and Marketing Administration, Washing 
ton, D. C 

Analysis of the production of ordinary superphosphate in the United States in the 


calendar years 1940 and 1941 K. D. Jacob. American Fertilizer 97, No. 2, 5-8, 24, 26; 
No. 3, 8-11, 24, 26; No. 4, 10-11, 26, 27; No. 5, 9-11, 22, 24, 26 (1942). 
‘The units comprising the regions are: New England—Maine, New Hampshire, Ver- 


mont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut : Middle Atlantic—-New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, West Virginia: South Atlantic 

Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida: East North Central—Ohio 
Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin: West North Central—-Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas; East South Central—Kentucky Tennes- 
see, Alabama, Mississippi: West South Central—-Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma. Texas; 
Mountain Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada; 
Pacific—Washington, Oregon, California. 
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Ill, DEFINITION OF TERMS 


The terms used in this survey are defined as follows: 

Superphosphate.—The product obtained when rock phosphate is treated with 

ther sulfuric acid, phosphoric acid, or a mixture of those acids. When used 
without a modifier in this report the term comprises normal and triple super 
phosphates and wet-base goods. 

Vormal superphosphate.—It refers to the solid fertilizer products obtained by 
directly treating phosphate rock with sulfuric acid. The term is synonymous 
with the terms “ordinary superphosphate” and “regular superphosphate.” Ex 
ept when indicated otherwise, the term, as used in this report includes wet-base 
voods. 

Wet-base goods.—The product made by treating a mixture of phosphate rock 
and nitrogenous organic material with sulfurie acid. 

Triple superphosphate.—The product produced by treating phosphate rock with 
phosphoric acid. The term is synonymous with the terms “treble superphos 
phate” and “double superphosphate.” 

Phosphoric acid.—The term refers only to actual phosphoric acid (H,PO;). 

Phosphoric oxvide.—The term means P.Qs. 


IV. NORMAL SUPERPHOSPHATI 


Distribution of normal superphosphate plants 

On September 1, 1951, facilities for the manufacture of normel superphosphate 
1 continental United States totaled 202 plants, as shown in table 1. Data on the 
production of normal superphosphate in territories are not included in this report 

In addition to the plants indicated in table 1, reports have been received 
of a new normal superphosphate plant at Mount Pleasant, Tex., and another of 
Bartlesville, Okla. Two new normal superphosphate plants were under con 
truction on September 1, 1951, one at Wilmington, N. C., and the other at Fort 
Worth, Tex. The survey includes no data for these four plants. 

A plant at Columbus, Ga., discontinued production of normal superphosphate 
n midyear 1951 and another at Wadesboro, N. C., was being dismantled at the 
time of the survey. Data for these plants are excluded from the tabulations 
relating to the status of normal superphosphate facilities on September 1, 1951 
(yn the other hand, these tabulations include data for a plant at Macon, Ga 
that was destroyed by fire in the late summer of 1951. It is reported this plant 
is being rebuilt 

Plants for the manufacture of normal superphosphate are distributed amony 
‘2 States. The greatest concentration of plants is in the South Atlantic Region 
vhere there are 71. Georgia leads all the States in the number of plants with 
29. There are 8 States with only 1 plant each. The South Atlantic and East 
North Central regions are the only areas in which every State has facilities for 
nanufacturing normal superphosphaie. Of the 16 States that have no such 
facilities, 6 are east and 10 are west of the Mississippi River. 

Normal superphosphate plants have usually been located in certain locations 
that are near the source of raw materials, are favored by transportation facili 
ties, or are easily accessible to the fertilizer consuming areas of the country 
Thus, there are seven plants each in Norfolk, Va., and East St. Louis, Ill, and 
their immediate vicinities. Six plants are located in each of the three areas 
comprising the cities and environs of Atlanta, Ga., Charleston, S. C., and Balti 
more, Md. Other cities with 4 or 5 plants are Columbus, Ohio, Indianapolis, Ind., 
Montgomery, Ala., Nashville, Tenn., and Savannah, Ga. 
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TARI 1 Distribution of plants manufacturing normal superphosphate, as of 
Sept. 1, 1951 


Source of phosphate 
i rock, calendaz 
1950 
rN 

Aj B2 Total Florida and the 
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Fight plants manufactured wet-base goods in 1951, as compared with seven 
1950. Four of the 8 plants are located in the South Atlantic region and 4 in 
he East South Central region. Production of wet-base goods was entirely at 
ants that also manufactured normal superphosphate. 
Ninety-one of the normal superphosphate plants in the United States have 
existing facilities for manufacturing sulfuric acid. The South Atlantic and 
Pacifie regions both have more plants with acid facilities than without them. In 
ie South Atlantic region 48 normal superphosphate plants have coexisting acid 
cilities as opposed to 23 that have to purchase their acid. Maine with 1 plant, 
alifornia with 2, and Florida with 7 are the only States in which all the normal 
superphosphate plants have coexisting acid facilities. Normal superphosphate 
ants in the West North Central region have no sulfuric acid production facil 






ICS. 

Florida phosphate rock was used exclusively in 191 plants, Tennessee rock in 
{, and western rock in 5. Two plants used both Florida and Tennessee rock 
llorida was the sole source of the rock used in the New England, Middle Atlantic, 
and West North Central States. The requirements of the five plants in the 
mountain and Pacific regions were completely supplied by western rock, and 
hese were the only areas where such rock was used. 


Productive and storage capacities of normal superphosphate plants 

\s of September 1, 1951, the total annual capacity for production of normal 
iperphosphate in the continental United States amounted to 16,537,745 tons of 
iaterial containing 18 percent of available P.O; (table 2). This capacity is 
ised on a work year of 300 two-shift days, with adequate supplies of phos 
hate rock and sulfuric acid and adequate storage facilities. About 84.8 per 
nt, or 14,028,545 tons, of the capacity is in plants east of the Mississippi River 
The capacities in the various regions range from 5,610,038 tons in the South 
\tlantic to 299,500 tons in New England. As with the number of plants, the 
iajor portion of the capacity is in the South Atlantic region. 

‘he average annual productive capacity per plant in the middle Atlanti 
gion is in excess of 130,000 tons while in the west north central region the 
verage is less than 60,000 tons. The average capacities in the other regions 
ill between these two extremes. 
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TABLI Capacity of plants manufacturing normal superphosphate, as of 


Sept. 1, 1951 


‘ Annual Portion of Ratio of 
Regior St Number | oan 4 total Storage | productive 
a ee , of plants | * ae productive capacity to storage 
_ y capacity capacity 
Short tons Percent Short tons 
New England $ 299, 500 1.8 63, 000 4.8 
Middle Atlanti 14 1, 941, 234 11.7 240, 500 8.1 
Ne ) r Yew I I 
vania 7 734, 000 4.4 69, 500 10.6 
Maryland 7 1, 207, 234 7.3 171, 000 7.0 
South Atlantic 71 5, 610, 038 33. 9 821, 500 6.8 
Virginia ll 1. 156, 600 7.0 130, 500 8.9 
North Carolina 12 818, 300 5.0 96, 000 8.5 
South Car na 1? RRO () 5.3 159, 000 5.9 
Creor i 20 2, 219, 805 13.4 350, 000 6.3 
Florida j 533, 333 3. 2 95, 000 5.6 
East North Central 45 3, 854, $23 23.3 438, 000 8.8 
Ohio 17 1, 241, 531 7.5 176. 500 7.0 
sna 9 753. 646 16 89, 000 9. 4 
t ! 12 1, 245, 000 7.5 120, 500 10.3 
Michigan and Wisco 7 614, 646 3.7 61, 000 10.1 
West North Central ll 637, 200 ,o 72. 200 8.8 
Iowa, Nebraska, and Kansa 5 17, 20 1.9 34. 500 9.2 
Missouri 6 320, 000 2.0 37, 700 8 
East South Centra 7 2. 322. 950 14.1 398, 500 5.8 
Kentucky and Ten 14 189, 950 6.0 194, 000 5.1 
Alaba l4 793, 000 4.5 122, 000 6.5 
Mi pp } 540, 000 3.3 82, 500 6. 5 
West South Cx I 5 1. * 0 8.0 156, 000 R.4 
Arh isand Oklal 4 ts HM 2.3 58, 000 6. € 
| 1 ) 531, 0 3.2 54, 000 9.8 
404. 500 2.5 44, 000 9. 2 
Mountain and | ( f 553 0 3.3 132, 000 4.2 
LT te 202 | 16, 537, 745 100. 0 2, 321, 700 7 
Express« S ju 18 percent perphos] e for a work year of 300 2-shift days, with 
cle i sul 1 1 adequate orage facilities 


In table 3 the normal superphosphate plants are grouped according to their 
innual productive capacity. Over half (53.5 percent) of the total domestic 
production came from plants with annual capacities of less than 100,000 tons 
Plants with less than 75,000 tons capacity comprised 50.0 percent of the total 
number but produced only 28.8 percent or 2,829,475 tons of the total domestic 
production of normal superphosphate. The 48 plants with capacities of 100,000 
tons a year or over accounted for 4,593,146 tons. 


1 


6 
0 


th 
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3 Production of normal superphosphate, July 1. 1950. to June if 
/ / l ’ 


Dit oO 


n relation to annual productive capacity of plants, as of Se pt. 1, 1951 


Expressed as equ t 18 pe nt super 
Ar i At 
| 

in 2 | R 8 

49,999 450 { 

74,999 9 ' ( 

4 999 +, 640, > } " 
n 00,000 

) j 
1 24 ) 832. 684 
| 

Inclu 2 its tha ntinued 19 


Total storage facilities for normal superphosphate amount to 2,521,700 


tous 


only about one-seventh of the total productive capacity (table 2). The ratio 


of storage capacity to productive capacity varies from 1: 4.2 in the mountain 


Pacific region to 1: 8.8 in the east and west north central regions. 


The 202 normal superphosphate plants are operated by 85 companies (table 


> 


1). Companies that operate 2 or more plants control 73.5 percent of the domesti« 


capacity for production of normal superphosphate. Such companies oper: 


> t 


of the 6 plants that have annual capacities over 200,000 tons and only 2 of 
plants with capacities below 25,000 tons. 


ite 
the 


TABLE 4 Individual normal superphosphate company operations as of Se] 
1951 
Number 
I al 
umbe lu 
ly pl ) 
l ich ¢ pany operate ' ' 

f f { 
4 é 

‘ " 

rotal 8 22 


idiaries of, or controlled by, another company are included as 1 compan 


The growth of the normal superphosphate industry from 1941 to 1951 is indi 


cated in table 5. The data are not wholly comparable, because of the different 


bases upon which the productive capacities are computed, as indicated in 


oot 


notes 2 and 3 of the table. There was an increase of 38.4 percent in the num 


ber of plants from 1941 to 1951 and of 96 percent in the annual produ 
capacity. Where the West North Central Region had no plants in 1941 

were 11 in 1951. The total number of plants having coexisting acid face 

increased by only 19.7 percent during this period. 


62506 DD o 


ctlve 
there 
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TABLE 5 Vormal superphosphate plants in 1941 and Sept. 1, 1951 


Number of plants 














Increas 
nnual productive 
one Without A inual pr luctive in pro- 
Wi co a capacity (short tons 
' : , coexisting Tot : ductiv 
, facilities acid facili- a capacity 
= tles in 195] 
over 144] 
] 
4 ) 1941 | 195] 1941 1951 1941 1951 
Percent 
New England l 2 2 2 3 $ 213, 867 299, 500 40) 
Middle Atlantic 8 Ss t f 14 14 1, 986, 514 1, 941, 234 2 
Southern & 7 { 4 5 } 123 4.844, 594 9 251, 988 9] 
East North Central s 15 20) 30 28 45 1, 239,482 | 3,854, 823 } 
West North Central ) ) 0 11 0 il 0 637, 200 264 
Mountain and Pacific 2 2 ( 3 2 5 4 144, 980 553, 000 | 
( tinental Ur 1 
States 7¢ i] 70 111 146 202 8, 429, 437 16, 537, 745 96 
Expressed as 18 percent superphosphate and based on that adequate supplies of phos 
phate rock, sulfuric acid, and labor are available, that 2 or m perated, that the superphosphat 
is removed from the plant at the end of tl inal curing period or within 60 te 90 days and that there is 
no interference with the normal functioning « plant 
2 Expressed as 18 percent superphosphat« based on the assumption that adequate supplies of phos 


phate rock and sulfuric acid are available, that 2 shifts per day are operated for 390 days per year, and that 
; 
i 


the capacity for storage of the superphosphate i yt a problem 

Includes Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, 
Mississippi, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and Louisiana 

4 Includes productive capacity of 2 plants located in Michigan These plants are tabulated among th 
number of plants for the East North Central 


? 


38. Production of normal superphosphate 


As is shown in table 6, the productions of normal superphosphate in 1950 
and the first half of 1951 totaled, respectively, 9,557,498 and 5,274,223 tons (basis 
IS percent available P2205). Of the total production of material reported in 
1950, 64,577 tons were wet-base goods. 

In 1950 the production of normal superphosphate in each of 2 regions exceeded 
2 million tons—south Atlantic 2,991,547 tons and east north central 2,126,550 
tons. The largest production in a State was 1,335,073 tons in Maryland, of 
which over 1 million tons were produced in Baltimore. Other centers of large 
production included Norfolk, Va. (493,642 tons), East St. Louis, Ill. (278,515 
tons), and Atlanta, Ga. (178,579 short tons) Production at any one of these 
centers approximated or exceeded the total tonnage reported for New England 
or for the mountain-Pacific region 

The production of normal superphosphate for the first half of 1950 was approxi 
mately 52 percent of the total production for the year. 

The decade between 1940 and 1950 saw an increase of 5,532,272 tons or 137.4 
percent in the production of normal superphosphate (table 7). The percentage 
increase was not as great in the older fertilizer-consuming areas as in the newer 
areas, but even in the former it was quite marked. As representatives of these 
two classes of areas, the middle Atlantic region showed an increase of only 48.8 
percent as compared with 328.1 percent in the west south central region. The 
increase in the west north central region over the same period was from 0 to 
319,057 tons. 
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TasLe 6.—Production of normal superphosphate in the calendar year 1950 and 


the first 6 months of 1951 (expressed as equivalent 18 percent superphosphate ) 
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TABLE 7 Production of normal superphosphate, calendar years 1940 and 195¢ 
cpresst das equi dlent Is percent supe rphosphate ) 
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Of the States producing normal superphosphare ip 1950, the following had no 
production in 1940: Maine, Wisconsin, lowa, Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, Ken 
tucky, Oklahoma, Idaho, Utah, and Washington. All other producing States 
showed increases ranging from 44.6 percent in Maryland to 601.6 percent in 
Arkansas-Oklahoma-Texas. The majority of States showed increases of be 
tween 100 and 200 percent 


’ 


/ Re lation oT produc tion to capacitte 8 OT normal superphosphate plants 

As shown in Table 8, the production of normal superphosphate in the year 
ended June 30, 1951, amounted to 59.1 percent of the total annual productive 
capacity and ranged between 5.1 and 171.0 percent for the individual plants. 
Production in excess of the production capacity is explainable on the basis that 
the plant operated for more than 2 shifts per day or for more than 300 days 
per year. 

Normal superphosphate plants are being operated at a higher proportion of 
their capacity than they were a decade ago. In 1950-51, 59.1 percent of this 
capacity was used, as compared with 47.7 percent in 1940 and 53.3 percent in 
1941, 

The production of normal superphosphate in 1950-51 was 4.2 times the total 
capacity of the plants for storage of this material (table 8). There were a ; 
few individual plants in which the storage space exceeeded the annual produc- 
tion but these were very much in the minority. 
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Grades containing 19.5 to 20.0 percent of available P.O; accounted for 67.4 pe 
cent of the total production in 1950, as compared with 33.8 percent in 1940 
Grades containing less than 18.25 percent of available P.O; totaled 14.3 percent 
of the production in 1950, but only 4.1 percent of that in 1940. 

{s shown in table 10, the average P.O; content of normal superphosphate 
and wet-base goods was 19.34 percent in 1950. The average was 19.34 percent 
n 1940. Wet-base goods produced in 1950 averaged 11.28 percent of P.Os. 


TABLE 10 Estimated average grades of normal Su pe rphosphate produced 
different regions, calendar year 1950 
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6. Phosphate rock used in manufacture of normal superphosphate 

Of the total quantity of normal superphosphate produced in 1950, 96.7 percent 
was made from Florida phosphate rock, 1.3 percent from Tennessee rock, and 
2.0 percent from Western rock (table 11). The rock ranged in grade from 68 
to SO percent of bone phosphate of lime, with Florida rock of grade 74.01 to 75.00 
accounting for 41.1 percent of the total output of normal superphosphate. 


7. Sulfuric acid used in manufacture of normal superphosphate 


As is shown in table 12, the normal superphosphate industry used 3,156,495 
tons of sulfuric acid (basis 100 percent H.SO,) in 1950. Coexisting facilities 
supplied 82.2 percent of the acid used to make normal superphosphate in the 
South Atlantic region. None of the superphosphate plants in the West North 
Central region had coexisting sulfuric acid facilities: all of the acid used in this 
area was obtained from nonfertilizer manufacturers. Only 7.6 percent of the 
sulfuric acid used was obtained from other fertilizer companies, whereas 34.3 


percent came from nonfertilizer manufacturers. 

Manufacturers used 2,883,119 tons of virgin sulfuric acid to manygacture 91.6 
percent of the normal superphosphate produced in 1950 (table 13). Of this 
quantity, 2,410,382 tons were made from elemental suifur. All but 4 of the 91 
plants with coexisting acid facilities made acid from elemental sulfur only. 

Fumes and gases from the roasting and smelting of nonferrous metals were 
the source of at least part of the virgin acid for 37 normal superphosphate plants. 

Three of these plants had coexisting sulfuric acid facilities and the total produc- 
tion of acid of 1 of these 3 plants was from sulfur from this source. 
7 
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) TABLE 11 Production of normal superphosphate from various sources and 
grades of phosphate rock, calendar year 1950 
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Quily nine normal superphosphate plants reported use of 


sulfuric acid pro 


duced from pyrites One of these plants had coexisting acid facilities and 


portion of the acid manufactured was from this source 

Most of the virgin acid from unspecified sources, 92,917 tons, 
elemental sulfur or the roasting of sulfide ores 
the reporting plants were unable 


was either from 
The uncertainty arises because 
to differentiate between shipments made by 
a manufacturer using both sources of sulfur 


Spent acid accounted for only 8.7 percent of the total quantity of sulfuric acid 
used to manufacture normal superphosphate in 1950. Spent acid was used in 48 
plants in amounts ranging from 0.5 to 100 percent of the total sulfuric acid 
requirements of the plant. The entire supply of acid for four plants was in the 
form of spent acid. The plants obtaining the greatest portion of their acid 
requirements in this form were in or near industrial areas having supplies of 
spent acid 

Spent sulfuric acid, except that fr 


which was used along the Atlantic coast, was used chiefly in the Central and 


Western States The 1950 use distribution of 


mm the detergent and dyestuff industries 


spent acid by regions, in ter! of 
percentage of total acid consumed for normal 


superphosphate manufacture in 
the 


n, was as follows: New England, 0.0: Middle Atlantic, 20.9: South 
Atlantic, 0.1: East North Central, 5.6; West North Central, 12.2; I 
Central, 6.0: West South Central, 17 
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The 1950 production of sulfuric acid in acid plants coexistent with norm: 


superphosphate plants (table 14) exceeded by 102,820 1 
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ed in the same year to 1 
) Of the 3,259,315 tons of sulfuric acid manufactured in coexisting plants, 
62,075 tons were used in the coexisting plant 


inufacture normal superphosphate (table 
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TABLE 14 Disposition of sulfuric acid (basis 100 percent H.SO,) manufactured 
in acid plants coexistent with normal superphosphate plants, calendar year 
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Vv. TRIPLE SUPERPHOSPHA 

In 1950, nine plants produced 645,885 tons of run-of-pile triple superphosphate 
equivalent to 660,134 tons of material averaging 45 percent available P.O Seven 
of these plants, made phosphoric by the sulfurie acid process—of which five 
produced sulfuric ac n coexist acilities—and one (Tennessee Valley Author 
ity by the electric-furnace process Some fi ce-process spent acid was also 
used. Three of the plants also manufac ed no superphosphate, the data 
fi hich are included in s on 1\ 

Che in-of-pile triple superphosphate produced in 1950 averaged 46.0 percent 
availa P.O;. The average for the different plants ranged from 42 percent in a 
western plant to 48.9 percent in a southeastern pla 

The quantity of rock acidulated with phosphoric acid to produce triple super 
phosphate was 274,122 ton The grade of rock varied from 64.11 to 76 percent 

sha 

It s of 50 pr H:PO,, 80 percent of the phosphoric acid used to acidu 

hos ite rocl nufactured by the wet process and 20 percent by the 
electric-furnace proce Phe 126,519 tons of electric furnace acid contained a 


small quantity of spent furnace acid. 
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Wet-process phosphoric acid 








ch had coexisting facilities for manufacturing triple superphosphate Che 
tal production of acid (basis 50 percent H,;PO,) was 879,215 tons (table 16) 
Of this quantity, 490,952 tons were used to manufacture tirple superphosp! 
rhe remainder was used for direct applicatic the soil, in the manufacture « 
ertilizel de al um phosphates and feed supplement, aud for techn 
1 industrial purposes. 
The wet process acid, as pre duced, contained 26 to 45 pereent of H.PO 
average of 33.2 percent At least a part of the acid produced at nine of 
nts was concentrated to an average H,PO, content of 63.3 percent. The H,PO 


content of the concentrated acid ranged from 48.1 to 72.4 percent. The acid pro 
duction from the four plants, which did not concentrate, ranged from 26 to 31 
percent H,PO, and averaged 29.8 percent 


More than 8&8 percent of the 1,062,930 tons of phosphate rock used to make wet 
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The manufacture of wet-process phosphoric acid in 1950 required So,780 
tons of sulfuric acid (basis 100 percent H.SQO,) Acid from coexisting acid facil 
ities at eight plants was of sufficient quantity to satisfy the total requirements 
1 miv tour of the eight plants. The other 4 plants and 5 plants without 


coexisting acid facilities obtained part or all of their acid elsewhere 
Except for 225 tons of alkylation-spent acid, all of the sulfuric acid used to 
nufacture wet-process phosphoric acid was virgin acid and 77.8 percent of this 


vas produced from elemental sulfur 
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lot Fe er Co., I tello, Idaho 1) Pos llo, I 
g hA Itural ¢ i Coh $ | Indi I s 
oO lumbrt oO 
1) ( Ir Norfolk, \ 2 I rfolk 
(rua ( eq. 4 Moultrie, Ga | Ity Ga 
5 Agricultural Fertilizer Co 1 ¢ ks e. Miss 
le, M 
Fe lizer & Chemical Co., Sa 2 A ann G 
ih, Ga 
» 1 States | phate & Fertil I l 5 nnah, Ga 
( % innah, ¢ 
s lard ¢ I ( rroy, Ala l | \ 
1 Stauffer Che ( ( San | Ste Ve n, Cali i 
( f 
S ers Fertilizer ¢ Baltimore, Md l 
Ss & ( ( Lil { ia.; Natioz 
( Til i ‘ 
ningt ( 
lk, 
7 I e ¢ Ne York, N. ¥ 5 t 
Alt In 
( } { operat € L L 
I’ 
+} Thomas & Son, Co., I. P., Camden, N. J 1 | Paulsbor 


Footnotes at end of table, p. 902 
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APPENDIX C 


COMPANIES AND PLANTS ENGAGED IN THE PRODUCTION OF TRIPLE SUPERPHOSPHATE IN 
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES, AS OF SEPT. 1, 1951 


Company name Address of main office pp a Location of plants 
onda Copper Mining Co New York, N. ¥ ] \nxeconda, Mont 
yur Fertilizer Works Atlanta, Ga 2 Bartow, Fla.; Sig] Co 
tumbd t}, if in 
Bros., Inc Wendell, Idaho 1 Wendell, Idaho 
{t & Co Chicago, U1 l Agricola, Fla 
nnessee Cory New York, N. ¥ | East Tampa, Fla 
nnessee Valley Authority Wilson Dam, Ala 1 | Wilson Dam, Ala 
& Son, Co., I. P Camden, N. J 1 | Paulsboro, N. J 
ginia-Carolina Chemical Corp Richmond, Va 1 | Charleston, 8. C 
East Tampa plant is operated as United States phospho products division, Tennessee Corp 


APPENDIX D 


MPANIES AND PLANTS ENGAGED IN THE PRODUCTION OF WET-PROCESS PHOSPHORI 
ACID IN CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES, AS OF SEPT, 1, 1951 


} } 
Company name Address of main offic pe ee Location of plants 
mda Copper Mining Co New York, N. Y 1 | Anaconda, Mont 
iour Fertilizer Works Atlanta, Ga 2 Bartow, Fla.; Siglo (( 
lumbia), Tenn 
«kson Chemical Co Joliet, 11 ] Joliet, I] 
tes Bros., Inc Wendell, Idaho 1 | Wendell, Idal 
ral Chemical Division, Allied | New York, N. Y 1 | Marcus Hook, | 
hemical & Dye Corp 
ilf Chemical Co., Ine Ilouston, Tex l Houston ‘ 
nternational Minerals & Chemical Corp.| Chicago, Il 1 | Wales, Tent 
lathieson Chemical Corp Baltimore, Md l Houston, Tex 
ft & Co Chicago, Il l Agricola, Fla 
inessee Corp New York, N. ¥ 1 East Tampa, Fl 
inia-Carolina Chemical Co Richmond, Va 2 Charleston, S. ¢ 
F | impa plant is operated as the United States phosphoric produ livision, Tennessee ¢ 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. KELLOGG 


The statement of Charles E. Kellogg, Department of Agriculture, Washing- 
ton, D. C. taken at the offices of the Department of Agriculture in Washington, 
D. C., on December 15, 1952, on behalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the In 
terior, Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development 
Association, Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, Washington State Grange, 
Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union of America, and such other inter- 
venors as may elect to avail themselves thereof, for the purpose of presentation 
as evidence in the proceedings or as an offer to stipulate as the testimony of the 
said Charles E. Kellogg, on interrogation by Edward Weinberg, attorney: 
Question 1 


Please state your name and position in the Department of Agriculture. 
Answer. Charles E. Kellogg, Chief, United States Soil Survey, Soil Conserva- 
tion Service. The United States Soil Survey has recently been reorganized by 
transferring the Division of Soil Survey from the Agricultural Research Admin 
stration and adding to it the soil and conservation surveys previously within 
the Soil Conservation Service. 
Question 2 


Please highlight your experience relating to soil science, especially to plant 
nutrient needs of soils and crops in the United States. 

Answer. Research assistant and fellow in soil science, Michigan State College, 
1925-28; soil scientist, University of Wisconsin, 1928-29; assistant professor and 
professor of soils, North Dakota Agricultural College, 1930-34; and since 1934, 
in charge of the United States Soil Survey of the Department of Agriculture, in- 
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g development and 1 tenance of » nationwide system of soil clas 
omprehensive program of se mapping, and program of reseiai 
terpretation of soil classifi mand soil maps according to potentialities of 

for use, management requirements (including fertilizers), and conservatio! 
need Essentially all of t) k of the Soil Survey is done in cooperatis vit] 
the State agricultu experiment stations and with other agricultural scientists 
h the Departme d the States 
s 35 [I have worked closely with the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
for several years have been a consultant to the board of TVA on both techni: 
prob na m ! g to agricultural, conservation, and ferti ing 
e worked closely th research workers on fertilizer requirements for 
e1 vears and, with Dr. Sherman Johnson of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco 
Ss, initinted the first nation estimates of fertilizer needs in 1943-44, since 
iperseded by the new estimates made in 1951 in the joint study of the Depart 
ent and the State land-grant colleges published as Agriculture’s Capacity To 
Produce (USDA, June 1952) 
\ part of my researches and studies has been published in many booklets, 
etins, and papers in both scientif ind popular journals, as well as in three 


books the Soil Survey Manual (USDA, 1937 and 1951), The Soils That Support 
Us (Macmillan, 1941), and Our Garden Soils (Macmillan, 1952)—yet a greater 
part has been included in more or less anonymous publications of the United 
States Department of Agriculture and in both published and unpublished special 


advisory reports 


Please highlight your experience in any international soil work. 

\nswer. AS a representative of the United States, as a research scientist for 
the Department, or as a guest scientist of foreign governments, I have traveled 
widely in many parts fo Europe, Africa, North America, Asia, Australia, and 
New Zealand, and in offshore territories of the United States, to study soils 
ind agricultural practices, to confer and study with other agricultural scientists, 
nd to make recommendations on agricultural research and advisory programs. 
Recent activities have included studies for advice to United States agencies 
concerned with technical assistance programs in agriculture, as well as to 
ministries of agriculture and colonies and to research institutes aboard 

I served as Secretary of the Agricultural Committee in the organizing con 
ference of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQ) 
in Quebec, 1945. Since then I have advised with FAO continually about its pro 
vram as Well as acting as chairman of a special committee of scientists that pre 
pared the material and developed the most important international publication 
in the fertilizer field, Efficient Use of Fertilizers, published by FAO in 1949. For 
UNESCO (and FAQ) I prepared an international booklet, Food, Soil, and 
People, which deals with the whole world food problem, including the relation 
ships of soils and fertilizers. Editions have been circulated in several countries 
and languages 


Our stion 4 


Please explain the distinction between soil or crop needs for plant nutrients in 
the form of fertilizers and the customary estimates of requirements for ferti- 
izers on farms. 

Answer. We may make estimates of fertilizer needs in different ways: (1) 
The amount required to supplement the nutrients already in a soil to give the 
maximum yield of a crop (or group of crops) under favorable conditions of 
climate, disease control, and all other growing conditions. These would be the 
amounts of fertilizer, which if combined with other elements of good husbandry, 
would maximize agricultural production. In a few countries, such as Holland, 
for example, farmers are approaching this amount in practical use. 

(2) The amounts that are regarded as optimum considering the other limita- 
tions, Such as water (rainfall or irrigation), labor costs, equipment costs, and 
probable demands and prices for alternative agricultural products. This amount 
of fertilizer is often somewhat less than that required for maximum yields but 
is the amount for maximum return to the farm operator. Many of the best- 
informed farmers in the United States, with adequate capital and managing 
ability, are using this optimum amount, and the number of such farmers is 
growing, although most farmers are now using less than this optimum. 
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3) The amounts that we may expect farmers to use, considering that some 
do net understand yet the proper use of the real need for fertilizers, are no 
yet following the other practices (seed selection, disease control, liming, and so 
on) necessary to get optimum return from the fertilizers, lack capital, have un 
satisfactory tenure arrangements for long-time advance planning, fear a drop 
n agricultural prices, or are unable to get the proper materials at reasonable 
prices as needed because of short supply. 

Recent estimates of fertilizer requirements as set forth in Agriculture's 
Capacity to Produce, developed by the Department and the State land-grant 
colleges, are based upon research results under (1) above and farmer experience 
2) above, as scaled down to what farmers may be expected to do without at 


lrastic Change in agricultural conditions and programs. These estimates amount 


to the definition (3) above. 


Question 5 


Illustrate the distinction between soil and crop needs and market consumptiol 
of phosphate fertilizer for a particular crop in some section of the country 

\nswer. Perhaps the most striking example among many a gap between opti 
mum use of phosphatic fertilizers and actual use is the failure of farmers to 
build up to high levels the soils used for hay and pasture in the humid region 
especially in the Middle Atlantic and Southern States, but also in the Middle 
West. Thousands of fields now giving low yields of poor grass could give high 
yields of protein-rich legume hays. Another very important example is the 
failure to use adequate phosphates on the calcareous irrigated soils of the West 
including those used for sugar beets in Idaho and other States as well as those 
used for intensive vegetable production. 


Question 6 


What generalizations or estimates can you make regarding the soil or crop 
needs for phosphatic fertilizer throughout the country as against the market 
requirements? 

Answer. We are not now using nearly enough phosphatic fertilizer to give 
us efficient production. The estimates in Agriculture’s Capacity To Produc 
suggest that it would be profitable for farmers to use 55 percent more phosphatic 
fertilizer, as POs, in 1955 as contrasted to 1950. This is conservative. If 
through better programs of education and technical assistance, farmers learn 
to use all of the amounts that would be most efficient, the percentage would not 
be 55, but perhaps 200 or 300, provided that they followed the other practices 
necessary for developing the most efficient growing conditions. 

This estimation of fertilizer needs is by no means a simple matter of calculat 
ing the nutrients needed to replace those removed by crops and animals rhe 
majority of soils, and especially those developed under forest cover, are altogether 
too low in phosphorus to begin with for economical production under modern 
farming. The supplies of soluble phosphorus in most soils need to be built up to 
far higher levels than they had at the start for efficient crop production 


(ue stion 7 


What is the long-term significance of this condition on the productivity of 
American agriculture and the quality of food and fiber produced in this country ? 

Answer. Unless we can increase substantially phosphate use on farms many 
soils will suffer erosion and other serious deterioration because of poor plant 
vigor if cropping is continued on them. Then too, the other farm practices give 
low returns on phosphorus-deficient soil. Among these practices, irrigation is 
an excellent example, since it is so expensive, Unless the farmer gets high viel 
under irrigation he is bound to fail. But the same principle applies to all 


practices. 





Besides the effects on total production and soil conservation, the phosphate 
supply in the soil has important relations to crop quality. Generally speaking, 
soils deficient in phosphorus give forage and other crops low in phosphorus. 
Hays seriously deficient in phosphorus for animals, for example, come from soils 
low in phosphorus but otherwise suitable for high production. Besides this direct 
relationship to the phosphorus content of forages, recent researches have show! 
that forages grown on very phosphate-deticient soils seem to lack other important 
growth factors, some undiscovered vitamins perhaps, not corrected for when 
mineral phosphate is added to the animal diet. In my travels in many countries 
I have observed generally that livestock health is poor on phosphate-deficient 
soils Although science has not yet unraveled all of the precise relationships, 
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these observations are nevertheless valid and agree with those of many other 
agricultural scientists of this and other countries. Yet by far the most important 
effects on crop quality in advanced countries that are brought about by the use 
of phosphatic fertilizer, result from the widening of the choice of crops that the 
farmer can grow. In other words, if the soil is properly fertilized with phos 
phorus the farmer can grow high-protein, health-promoting kinds of forages and 
other crops that he could not grow on a phosphorus-deficient soil. In our country 
the available evidence seems to point to the conclusion that if phosphatic fer- 
tilizers are used in the amounts appropriate for optimum yields additional 
amounts beyond that probably do not add much to crop quality. 





Ou stion ‘s 


What is the significance of this condition with respect to market requirements 
for phosphate fertilizer‘ 
Answer. Now that our research results are becoming more precise in relation 


recommendations for their specific fields and farms. Thus we are rapidly im 
proving our advisory and extension services. At the Same time, furmers are 


to specific defined and named kinds of soil, farmers are being given more precis« 


increasing production on about the same acres with about the same amount otf 














iabor. Although we sh: probably bring in some new land for crop production, 
the greatest opportunities for increased efliciency are on the acres already being 
used Every indication is that farmers will need to use, and will use, more 
phosphatic fertilizers. Based upon the estimates given in the report of the 
President’s Materials Policy Commission (June 1952), it appears that until at 
least 1975 agricu | production shall need to increase, on the average, by a 
little more than 1.5 percent each vear over the previous year. In addition to 
these direct production needs we must recall that we are not yet holding ou 
own in a conservation sense and would need to use considerably more fertilizer 

mply to hold our own 
Question 9 ° 

W t validity then can be hed to market requirement estimates for phos 
phate fertilizers for the ve $1955 and 1975? 

Answer. Although the estimates made in griculture’s Capacity to Produce 
indicate a need for 45 percent more P20 n ND over 1950. this amount is stil 

less tl 1 what it would pay farmers to use if all of them were good managers 

Thus e 55 perce estimate : consery ve ure t! nav safely count 
on a ket req el SS I of course i reas healthy general 
cCcor Che ¢ eme the report of the Pres Materials Policy 
(Com! sion of of 216 times as much phosphatie fertilizers by 1975 is also 
a conse itive f e, given the assumptions basic to this report If general busi 
ness nditions and econo ( ty should s Ip ry badly, the market would 
not be so high. On the other hand, should we get into an all-out war for a long 
ry 0 tt reat demands « out erie t e for ourselves and our allies, we 
sho d probably eed more han this estil ted amount 
A) fio 10 

What conditions vould h e to be met n orde or S¢ and crop needs to be 
id T ijtorn Ke ré lire ents 

Answer. We should need to realize nearly deal conditions in respect to al 
iactors of farm management, both within farms and outside of farms These 
conditions would be necessary if soil and crop needs for optimum yields were 

ial to market requirements Such conditions would imply that all farmers 





were good managers with capital for fertilizer purchase at prices in line with 


other farming costs al with farm prices. 


Our stion 11 

What would be a prudent attitude to take toward estimates for phosphate re 
quirements for farm markets 10 to 25 vears from now ? 

Answer. It is my considered judgment that the estimates given for 1955 in 
Agriculture’s Capacity To Produce and in the report of the President’s Materials 
Policy Commission are ind 11 nal alt! th ] ap trifl nse 1 
tive. The rapidly growing program of technical assistance to farmers through 
soil conservation districts and in other ways is having a great effect to increase 
both the number and percentage of farmers able to develop optimum systems of 
soil management, including fertilizers of all sorts 





al 
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Question 12 


Can you give any approximate estimates of the increases and possible produc 
tivity of agriculture in the United States if the optimum use of phosphate nutri- 
ents is achieved? Can you give any approximations of the benefit to the national 
security if this condition is achieved? 

Answer. It would not be possible to give a useful estimate for phosphatic 
fertilizer or any other production practice alone If all farmers were following 
the conservation and production practices of our best farmers, production would 
certainly be more than double that of 1950. Such a change would include greatly 
increased amounts of phosphate, lime, potash, and nitrogen, and the wider adop 
tion of terracing, stripcropping, gully control, and all the other practices now 
used by an increased number of able farm managers for sustained production at 
high levels. 

Under such conditions we would have not only more production but also less 
soil deterioration through erosion, loss of structure, and other depleting processes 
Phe proportion of materials used in production, relative to land and labor, would 
be higher. Efficiency per person in agriculture would be higher and the urban 

orker would need to use a smaller part of his income for food and other farm 


mines. 


Question 13 


Please comment on the differences between regions in the United States on the 
trends in the soil needs for phosphate nutrients and the outlook for soil and croy 


Dp 
needs and market requirements 


Answer. Large incresses in phospuate use are needed in all parts of the « 
try. The total amounts of increase in the next few years will be lowest in the 
Great Plains and highest in the Middle West These trends, brought out i 
table 4 and in Agricuiture’s Capacity To Produce, will likely change, howeve 

the years ahead as our agriculture develops 

Che basic reason for the rise in the use of fertilizers is greatly increasing y ! 


‘ 
1 existing acres (on a sustained basis with conservation) which calls for a hi 
el of all plant nutrients, including the big three—-phosphorus, nitre 
otassium—and the micronutrients. The need is growing fastest on the irri 
s of the West where nutrient levels must be especially high in order to g 
vields efficiently to pay the water charges 
Although the upland soils of the Pacific Northwest are relatively higl 
vailable phosphrous—not high, but relatively so in relation to soils of the 





tl 
astern States—about one-half of the alluvial soils are low in phosphorus 

e these soils are in the valleys, generally speal ing, irriga ricult ei 
concentrated on the alluvial soils. The crops grown under irrigation on these 


require high levels of available phosphorus for satisfactory yields 


¢ th the in ited soils t Li I re U1 nicl i ] 


bhé al I ALINVCI { 


phosphorus at tl 
start, phosphatic fertilizers are commonly required after a few years of cropping 
ecause of high removal 
Naturally calcareous (limy) soils, like many used for sugar beets in Idah« 
example, are especially low in available phosphorus. In the noncalcareous 


ils the phosphorus status is erratic; some kinds are relatively high and som« 


In the central and northern parts of the Great Plains, recent studies have 
been shown that phosphorus deficiency is widespread and growing with continued 
cropping both on upland soils used for cereals and hay and on the alluvial soils 

ed for irrigated sugar beets and alfalfa 

I stress this phosphate problem on the irrigated soils because of their great 
relative importance to crop production—an importance far beyond their per 


centage of the total land area, much of which is either rough grazing land or 
forest in our Western States, or even just scenery We have something like 
21.5 million acres under irrigation in the 17 Western States It is estimated 
that we have around 16.5 million more acres that could be irrigated. In Cali 
fornia, for example, the 5 million acres of irrigated soils is a relatively smal! per 
centage of the total area of the State yet those soils account for 75 to S5 percent 
of the crops. On a national basis, we may account for 60 percent of our sugar, 
o percent of our vegetables, and 60 percent of our fruit on irrigated soils 

Our most productive soils throughout the Middle West, including the Corn 
Belt, are gradually running down in available phosphorus. This is true even 
of the highly productive, dark-colored soils of the western part of the Corn Belt 
and of the eastern part of the Great Plains. The abundant supplies of organic 
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ates originally present in these soils are becoming depleted. The phos 
needs to be built up again and maintained at a high level. The only 

rane al way to do this is with soluble manufactured phosphatic fertilizers 
I the Middle West as a whole, however, our problem is by no means the 
5 ‘ ne of building back to or maintaining the original level of available 
phosphorus. A large part of the soils in this region were developed under fo1 
ts and had low levels of available phosphorus to begin with, or at least afte 
the very first few vears of cropping For efficient production on those soils, in 
iding nearly all the light-colored soils and a part of the dark-colored ones, 
e must build the available phosphorus up to levels far higher than those that 

he soils had at the start of pioneer farming 

N of course, we cannot think of the ] sphorus supplies alone. Organi 
te me, nitrogen, and potassium must also be maintained at appropriate 
evels for efficient production and soil conservation. Generally, lime can be had 
ind farmers are using greatly increased amounts. They must continue 
» do so. Besides using more nitrogen fertilizer, farmers are making more us¢e 
f manure as livestock farming increases. This gives them increased nitrogen 
] soils get nitrogen also from legumes, such as alfalfa, sweetclover, and red 
( er, Whicl e necessary f maintaining good surface and subsoil structure 





erosion control, and as protein-rich forage, as well as for the nitrogen they 
leave behind, The conservation of manure also helps to meet the potassium needs, 
though increasing amounts of potassium fertilizer will certainly be needed 
Yet in the principal systems of farming in the Middle West, phosphatic fertilizer 
y material. Without it, the other practices are ineffective, if indeed the 
grass and legume crops most needed for both conservation and livestock pro 
duction can be grown at all. Further, the farmer has no reasonable alternative 


ible phosphatic fertilizers for essentially all of his phosphorus require 





The need for phosphatic fertilizers for wheat on the upland soils of subhumid 


parts of the Great Plains is only now being recognized by farmers. Judging by 
t s in both the United States and Canada and experience in longer settled 





eas of similar soils in other countries, its use will increase at an accelerated 


for many years to come. 


Question 14 


What is the bearing of this outlook upon the most 
phate fertilizer plants? 

Answer. We need to have greatly increased plant capacity for producing phos 
hate fertilizers to serve our farmers in the Middle West, the Far West, and the 
Great Plains, as well as for those now served from plants in the eastern part 


economical location of phos 


f the country In developing these plants we should aim to reduce freight 
charges. This can be done by judicial location of plants and emphasis upon high 
inalysis products (of low freight cost per ton of plant nutrient). In these ways 
farmers may get the materials at the lowest possible cost considering plant loca 
on and the exploitation of our latest developments in chemical engineering 
Ou on I 
\ 


What is the bearing of this outlook upon the use of western phosphate rock? 
Answer Although we should continue to make full use of our Florida de- 


ssits—in fact increase their use substantially—it is imperative to our continu 
ng agriculture that we develop the western deposits, especially by producing 
from them high analysis soluble phosphates of low freight cost per ton of P.O;, 
n order to serve a broad area of the country from about eastern Ohio west and 
southwest to the Pacific Ocean Otherwise, phosphatic fertilizers for farmers 
ese great areas will be too high in price for the wide use we need or else 


oo short in supply to meet the full requirements for sustained production 

In Summary, the continued improvements in soil conservation, total production, 
ind production efficiency, so well begun during the past few vears in this broad 
area from Ohio to the Pacific coast depend upon greatly increased supplies of 
ie phosphate fertilizers at low prices at the farms. 


rATEMENT OF KENNETH I>. JACOB 


Che statement of Kenneth TD. Jacob, Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
D>. ¢., taken at the offices of the Department of Agriculture in Washington, ID). C 
n December 15, 1952, on behalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the Interior, 
Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development Associa 
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on, Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, Washington State Grange, Farm 
ers’ Educational and Cooperative Union of Ame 


s may elect to avail themselves thereof, for the purpose of presentation as evi 


‘ica, and such other intervenors 


in the above ST\ led proceedings or as an offer to stipulate as the testimony 
the said Kenneth I). Jacob therein, on interrogation by Edward Weinberg 


trorney 


Question | 

| ‘lating t fertilizers 
Answer. I am Kenneth DD. Jacob, head, Division of Fertilizer an¢ Agricultul 

Lime, Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Engineering, Agricul 
il Research Administration, United States Department of Agriculture 
Che Division of Fertilizer and Agricultural Lime conducts research on the 


Please state your name, position, and experience r 





paration, technology, and use of fertilizers, liming materials, and soil amend 
( ts Since 1918 I have been continu lly engaced n research in this fiel 
ticularly as regards phosphatic fertilizers My professional experience in this 
eld has been entirely with the United States Government, first with the Wa 
1 rtment and since 1921 with the Departinent of Agriculture Il have be 
present px ition since 1046 
sfion 
What data have you showing the trend in consumption of phosphat ert 
rs, by States or regions, and by kinds of materials or degrees of Concentratio 
205 content ? 
\nswer. Information relative to this question is given in 3 tables and 2 figures 


iare submitted as exhibits and are listed as follows 

Exhibit 1, Table 1—Primary plant nutrients consumed as corn 
ertilizers in the United States and Territories, 1930-50 

Exhibit 2, Figure 1—Consumption of primary plant nutrients as con 
mercial fertilizer in the United States and Territories, 1980-50 


) 


Exhibit 2, Figure 2—Regional consumption of primary plant nutrients 


commercial fertilizer in the United States and Territories, years ended 
June 30, 1934, 1939, 1944, and 1950 
Exhibit 1, Table 6—Average consumption of P.O; and total primary nut 
ents per acre of harvested crops in the different regions of the continental! 
United States, 1950. 
Exhibit 1, Table 7—Consumption of available P.O; as separate materials 
and as mixed fertilizers in the United States and Territories, years ended 
: June 30, 1946 and 1951 
Question 3 
hi What do these data show ? 
S Answer. New records for consumption of phosphoric oxide (P:0;) in com 
mercial fertilizers have been established in each year since 1939 (exhibit 1, 
: table 1: exhibit 2, fig. 1). The consumption rose from 789,000 short tons in 
1939 to 2,072,000 tons in 1950, an increase of 162.6 percent. During the same 
period the annual consumption of nitrogen (N) increased 182.9 percent (fron 
; 698,000 to 1,126,000 tons) and of potash (K.O) 197.1 percent (from 409,000 to 
1.215.000 tons). 
F Among the circumstances influencing the greatly accelerated increase in con 


sumption of plant nutrients were (1) the urgent need for additional food and 
fiber to meet the domestic and export needs, (2) the greatly improved economic 
position of the American farmer, (3) the continued decline in the native fertility 
of large areas of the Nation’s soils, and (4) a more general recognition of the 
potentialities of fertilizer in lowering production costs and increasing crop 
yields. Notwithstanding the marked upward swing in fertilizer consumption, 
the supply of plant nutrients was generally insufficient to meet the domestic 
demand throughout this period. 


‘ Failure to meet the unprecedented domestic demand f8r P.O; and the other 
primary plant nutrients (N and K.O) involved a number of factors. These 
were chiefly (1) insufficient manufacturing and processing facilities of one kind 
or another and the difficulty of adequately expanding certain of these facili 

. ties, especially during the war and immediate postwar years, (2) the necessity 

; for shipping large quantities of plant nutrients to our allies and the occupied 

r. countries, and (8) shortages of sulfuric acid and other chemicals for fertilizer 

’ manufacture. 


Prior to 1920 the Nation’s phosphate fertilizer requirements were supplied 
almost entirely by normal superphosphate and other low-analysis materials 
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Subsequently, the consumption of high-analysis products, such as concentrated 
superphosphate and ammonium phosphates, has gradually increased, especially 
since World War II Che trend in recent years is indicated by the quantities of 
these materials used for direct application to the soil (exhibit 1, table 7). Much 
larger quantities of some of the materials were used in the manufacture of 
mixed fertilizers 


In 1950-51 308,000 tons of P.O; in the form of normal superphosphate were 


sed for direct application to the soil Chis was a decrease of about 19 percent 
from the quantity so used in 1945-46. During the same period, however, there 
vere large increases in the direct use of concentrated superphosphate (131 
percent) and the ammonium phosphates (350 percent). The use of raw mineral 
phosphates also expanded greatly (132 percent) The increasing importance 
of concentrated superphosphate is further indicated by the produ n data for 
this material (exhibit 1, table 


Question 4 








What are the regional differences in the consumption of phosphatic fertilizers 

to quantity, as to type of material, as to degree of concentration ? 

Answer. The consul l if the three primary pk nutrients at intervals 
during the period 193: $ to 1949-50 are shown by regions’ in exhibit 2, figure 
2 Marked changes in the proportionate use of plan utrients in the severa 
regions have occurred during this time Thus, in 1933-54 the South Atlantic 
region used 48 percent of the national consumption of P.O;, while the North 
Central region used only 15 percent In 1949-50, however, the respective figures 
vere 27 percent and 30 percen The South Atlantic region has yielded to ihe 
North Central region as the largest phosphate consumil rea. The latter regi 
used nearly 8 times as much P.O; in 1949-50 as in 1988-34. The consumption 
of P.O; in the Western region in 1949-50, though relatively very much smaller, 
was a little more than 8 times the consumption in 1933-34. 

The South Atlantic region has also yielded to the North Central region as the 
leader in potash consumption. The consumption in the latter region in 1949-50 





was about 12.5 times that in 1935 
The growing need for commercial nitrogen in the North Central region, for 
example, is indicated by the fact that the nsumption of this nutrient in 1949-50 
was 14 times the consumption in 1933-34 
The variation in the regional use of fertilizers is further indicated by the 
apparent average consumption of plant nutrients per acre of harvested crops 





As shown in exhibit 1, table 6, the average consumption of P.O; in 1950 was 
highest (29.6 to 59.1 pounds per acre) in the Northeast, Appalachian, and South 
east region the oldest areas of fertilizer use. ‘The average cousmuption was 
at median levels (11.8 to 14.7 pounds per acre) in the Pacific, Corn Belt, and 


Mississippi Delta regions, and at the lowest levels (1.1 to 8.2 pounds per acre) 
in the Northern Plains, Mountain, Southern Plains, and Lake States. 

The greater portion of the concentrated superphosphate and ammonium phos 
phates applied directly to the soil (exhibit 1, table 7) has been used in the 
North Central and Western regions. Also, a large portion of the total consump 
tion of these materials in the form of mixed fertilizers has been in these regions. 
On the other hand, normal superphosphate has been the predominant phosphatic 
material in the other regions, both for direct application to the soil and for use 
in mixed fertilizers Direct use of raw mineral phosphates as fertilizer has 
been mostly in the North Central States, chiefly [linois. 





Question 5 

How are these differences explained? 

Answer. The factors influencing the regional consumption of commercial fer- 
tilizer include (1) the area of cropland, (2) the fertility status of the soil, (3) 


The units comprising*the regions are as follows: North Atlantic—Maine, New Hamp- 
shire, Vermont, Massachusctts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Penn 
sylvan North Central—-Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, 
Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas: South Atlantic—Delaware, 
Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolian, South Carolina, 
Georgia, Florida: South Central—Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, 
Louisiana. Oklahoma, Texas ; Western —Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, 
Arizona, Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, California ; Territories-——Hawaii, Puerto Rico. 
rhe data for 1933-34 do not include Hawaii 











bts 
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the water supply, (4) the type of agricultural production, and (5) the system 
of farm management, 

For many years the South Atlantic and Gulf States, which are generally low 
n native-soil fertility, have used a very large portion of the Nation’s annual 
consumption of fertilizer, The consumption has progressively increased, how 
ever, in other regions, notably the North Central States where the fertility status 
of the soil was originaly at a much higher level than in the South Atlantic and 
Gulf States. 

In a grain, legume hay, and livestock system of farming, crop residues and 
farm manure, if properly utilized, substantially reduce commercial fertilizer 
requirements. Thus, in a number of States, notably in the North Central and 
Mountain regions, farm manure supplies to the soil much larger quantities of 
plant nutrients than does commercial fertilizer. On the other hand, farm manures 
furnish only a small portion of the plant nutrients applied to the soils of the 
South Atlantic and Gulf States 

The economy of concentrated phosphate fertilizers hecomes more favorable 
with increase in the distance of the areas of use ‘rom the phosphate rock deposits. 
This has been an important factor in the rapidly expanding demand for such 
fertilizers in large afeas of the country, particularly in the North Central and 
Western regions 
Question 6 

What trends or further changes may be expected in the future? 

Answer. One indication of the future trend in fertilizer consumption is afforded 
by the results of a study recently made by the land-grant colleges and the De 
partment of Agriculture to appraise the productive capacity of American agri- 
culture in the mobilization period and the critical materials needed to achieve 
the production considered to be attainable by 1955. Estimates of the quantities 
of primary plant nutrients (N, P.O;, and K.O) in commercial fertilizers needed 
for the level and pattern of agricultural production believed to be attainable in 
the continental United States in 1955 are shown in exhibit 1, table 2 

Large increases in the needs for plant nutrients are indicated. For example, 
the need for P.O; in the North Central region in 1955 is estimated at 1,251,000 
tons, an increase of 67 percent over the estimated consumption of P.O; in that 
region in 1950. The indicated increase is 61 percent of the Western region, 46 
percent for the South Atlantic region, and 54 percent for the continental United 
States, 

Because of the large factor of transportation charges in the unit cost of plant 
nutrients in the North Central and Wesern regions, it is expected that consump- 
tion of high-analysis phosphates, both for direct application to the soil and in the 
manufacture of mixed fertilizers, will increase at a faster rate in these regions 
than in most of the other parts of the Nation. 


Question 7 


What changes would be expected in the event large amounts of low-cost power, 
say 3 mills per kilowatt-hour, were available close to the western phosphate rock 
deposits to enable the production of elemental phosphorus and other high-con- 
centration materials? Assume for this question that the cost of triple superphos 
phate produced with phosphorus were not to exceed the cost as produced with 
wet-process phosphoric acid or that the cost would be somewhat lower. 

Answer. Realization of the conditions set forth in this question would favor- 
ably influence the trends towards the consumption of larger quantities of phos 
phate fertilizers, provided the unit cost of P.O;, as delivered to the farmer, pro 
duced with elemental phosphorus from western phosphate rock is lower than or 
does not exceed the delivered cost of P.O; produced from western rock by other 
processes or from other sources of phosphate rock. 


Question 8 


In what way dves the electric furnace process offer promise as another method 
for reducing the use of sulfuric acid in the manufacture of phosphate fertilizers? 

Answer. By producing elemental phosphorus from which can be manufactured 
a variety of base fertilizer materials and high-concentration fertilizers. These 
include phosphoric acid, triple superphosphate, ammonium phosphates, calcium 
metaphosphate and potassium metaphosphate; the fertilizer grades of the first 
three of these materials “have been and are now made in large quantities by 
processes involving the use of sulfuric acid. 
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What are the P.O, concentrations of these materials 7 
yses are: elemental phosphorus, 220 percent P.O; equi 


Answer. Typical ana 
ulent: phosphoric acid, 382 to OS percent P.O;; triple superphosphate, 42 co 48 
percent available P.O monoammonium phosphate, 48 percent available P.O 
im metaphesphate, 61 percent available P.O;; potassium metaphosphate, 55 


percent available P.O 
Question 10 
What is the P.O, concentration of erdinary superphosphate ? 
Answer. Ordinary superphosphate as manufactured the United States usu 
contains 18 to 20 percent available P.O 
Question 11 
What s the present state O© Know edge as to the usefulness of alcinm meta 


phosphate on soils and crops’? 


Answer. Numerous experiments and demonstrations have shown that available 
P.O, in the form of calcium metaphosphate is generally used effectively by field 
crops growing on acid soils. Like other water-insoluble phosphates, in general, 
‘ buitn metaphosphate ppears to be less effective than Water soluble phospl ites 
for cre ps on calcareous an other alkaline soils 
Ov on 1 

What is your view as to the outlook for use of this fertilizer material: 


Answer. Promising, if available P.O; in this form can be delivered to fertilizei 
manufacturers and farmers, particularly in the acid-soil regions, at unit Costs 


equal to or less than those of available P.O; in other forms. Calcium metaphos 


phate is not so well adapted as triple superphosphate and ordinary superphos 
phate for use in the manufacture of some types of mixed fertilizers 
Question 13 


Can calcium metaphosphate be made in any way other than with elemental 


Answer. Calcium metaphosphate can be made by the use of sulfuric acid, but 

ith no technical advantage and probably at a higher cost per unit of available 
P.O; than by the use of elemental phosphorus 
Question 14 

To what extent is Florida and Tennessee phosphate rock ased in fertilizer pro 
1UCTION as ¢ ompared with western rock ? 

\nswer. Statistics of phosphate rock production and consumption in the United 
States are given in exhibit 1, tables 4 and 5 

The marketed production of phosphate rock in the United States increased 
is in 1940 and then rapidly to nearly 11.1 million 
tons in 1951. Florida has supplied the greater part of the production of phos 
phate rock for nearly 50 years. The proportion was 76.6 percent in 1951, as com 
pared with 12.8 percent from Tennessee and 10.6 percent from the Western 





gradually to 4 million long to 


States—Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. The respective productions of 


Florida, Tennessee, and western phosphate rock in 1951 were 100.5, 9.8, and 3209.9 
percent greater than those in 1945 

The apparent domestic consumption of phosphate rock for all purposes (mar 
keted production plus imports minus exports) has reached new levels in each 
vear since 1939 and amounted to nearly 9.5 million long tons in 1951 or 336 per 
cent of the consumption in 1939 About 7D percent of the phosphate row k con 
sumed in the United States in 1951 was used for fertilizer purposes; of the quan 
tity so used, approximately ST percent came from the Florida deposits, 8 per- 
cent from Tennessee, and 5 percent from the western deposits 


Question 15 


How do these figures compare with the distribution of the domestic reserves 
of phosphate rock? 

Answer. As reported by G. R. Mansfield of the United States Geological Sur- 
vey Industrial and Engineering Chemistry, vol. 54, p. 12, January 1942), the 
Nation’s phosphate rock reserves are estimated to total some 15.8 billion long 
tons. Approximately 38 percent of the reserve is in Flerida, 1.5 percent in Ten- 
nessee, and 60 percent in the Western States 





| 
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Question 16 


What grade of phosphate rock is required for the manufacture of phosphati 
fertilizers by the wet (acid treatment) processes ? 


\uswer. Phosphate rock containing 30 percent or more of P.O; is commonly 
ed in these processes lLlowever, some kinds of lower grade rock can be na 
ve Deel used 


Question Ti 

What grade of phosphate rock is required for the manufacture of phosphath 
fertilizers by the electric furnace process involving production of elemental 
phosphorus ? 

Answer. Phosphate rock containing less than 30 percent PoOs, in which silica 
is the predominant impurity, is commonly used in the manufacture of elemental! 
phosphorus by the electric furnace process Rock containing more than 30 
percent of P.O; is generally used in processing the elemental phosphorus into 


fertilizers such as triple superphosphate and calcium metaphosphate 


What is the relationship between transportation Costs on high- and low-co1 
entration phosphatic materials ? 

\nswer. Fertilizers and fertilizer raw materials comprise one of the Nation 
freight commodities, and transportation charges constitute an impor 
tant part of the cost of fertilizers on the farm (exhibit 2, figs. 3, 4, and 5) 

Since 1939, average rail freight charges on phosphate rock and fertilizers have 
rended markedly upward. Also, freight costs have generally constituted a larg 
wortion of the destination wholesale values of phosphate rock and fertilizers 


During the period 1939 to 1950, transportation costs amounted to 35 to 50 per 
cent of the value of phosphate rock at its destination 

From a transportation standpoint, the rapidly expanding production of higher 
nalvsis fertilizers is one of the most significant developments in the fertilizer 
ndustry rhe transportation advantages of higher concentrations arise from the 
fact that—with certain exceptions, such as sulfuric acid and phosphate rocl 
he same scale of rail and motor rates applies to all types of fertilizers and fert 
lizer materials. Thus, under comparable conditions the transportation costs per 
unit of plant nutrients in manufactured fertilizers is inversely proportional to 
the concentration of the nutrients 


Ouestion 19 


Can you suimarize the significance of high-analysis fertilizers in reducing 
transportation costs of plant nutrients to the farmer? 

Answer. In volume V, pages 80-81, of the report (Resources for Freedom) is- 
sned by the President’s Materials Policy Commission in June 1952, it is stated 
that “one of the most promising opportunities for lowering the cost of plant nu 
trients to the farmer is by increasing the concentration of mixed fertilizers, 
thereby reducing transportation, handling, storage, and bagging costs per unit 


of nutrients. It is estimated that a saving of at least $20 a ton of plant nutrients 


uld be effected by increasing the concentration of the average mixture from 23 
percent (the present level) to 30 percent. Higher concentrations would permit 
additional savings.” 

The saving in rail transportation costs per unit of P.O; in triple superphosphate 

1 percent P,O;) as compared with normal superphosphate (18 percent P.O;) 
is indicated by the data given in exhibit 2, figure 5, for the southern territory 
as of July 1, 1951. For a typical haul of 300 miles, for example, the carload rates 
per ton of P.O; in triple superphosphate and ordinary superphosphate were $16.27 
and $40.67, respectively. 

Important economic benefits can result from the shipping of higher analysis 
fertilizers, especially in the areas of consumption that are located at considerable 
distances from the sources of raw materials and from the processing plants 
Furthermore, the transportation lines need to devote a smaller part of their 
equipment to hauling a given quantity of nutrients. 


STATEMENT OF L, G. PORTER 


The statement of L. G. Porter, Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., 
taken at the offices of the Department of Agriculture in Washington, D. C., on 
December 31, 1952, on behalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the Interior, North 
west Public Power Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development Association, 
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Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, Washington State Grange, Farmers’ 
Educational and Cooperative Union of America, and such other intervenors as 
may elect to avail themselves thereof, for the purpose of presentation as evidence 
in the above-styled proceeding or as an offer to stipulate as the testimony of 
the said L. G. Porter, on interrogation by Edward Weinberg: 

Question 1 

What is your name, position, and experience in the Department relating to 
fertilizer? 

Answer. I am I.. G. Porter, Chief of the Fertilizer Staff, Office of Materials and 
Facilities, Production and Marketing Administration, United States Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. The responsibilities of the fertilizer staff 
have to do with the production, supply, and distribution of commercial fertilizers, 
including development of information on productive capacity and the appraisal 
of such data in the light of current and future fertilizer needs. My present work 
represents to a large degree a continuation of responsibilities and activities which 
were first assigned to me in the spring of 1942. 


Ou stion 2 


What data do you have showing annual phosphatic fertilizer production ¢a- 
pacity by States and groups of States and by types of phosphatic products? 

Answer. When the 1955 fertilizer goals were established immediate atten- 
tion was focused on the amount of installed capacity to produce the respective 
primary materials and the extent to which expansion would be required. With 
respect to phosphatic fertilizers, the basic information was developed by a ques 
tionnaire sent to all producers about a year ago requesting among other things 
individual plant capacity as of September 1, 1951. The response was 100 percent. 
The results were tabulated, analyzed and incorporated in a published report en 
titled “Survey of the Superphosphate and Wet-Process Phosphoric Acid Indus 
tries in the United States in 1950 and 1951,” issued May 14, 1952. I participated 
in the survey and preparation of this report. A copy is submitted herewith as 
exhibit 3 (Names and addresses are set out in appendixes A, B, C, and D of 
the report.) 

This report will serve as a basis for statements on capacity, since expansion 
projects subsequent to the survey will be largely covered in a later discussion 
of the phosphatic fertilizer eXpansion program No. 149-A authorized by DPA 
on August 5, 1952. 

The various phosphatic fertilizers referred to herein are defined as follows: 

Vormal superphosphate.—The solid fertilizer products obtained by directly 
treating phosphate rock with sulfuric acid; synonymous with the terms “ordi- 
nary superphosphate” and “regular superphosphate”, unless indicated otherwise, 
includes wet-base goods. 

Wet-base goods.—The product made by treating a mixture of phosphate rock 
and nitrogenous organic material with sulfuric acid. 

Triple superphosphate.—The product obtained by treating phosphate rock 
with phosphoric acid; synonymous with the terms “treble superphosphate” and 
“double superphosphate.” 

Phosphoric acid.—Actual phosphoric expressed as H;,PO; 

Phosphoric oxvide.—The chemical term P.O. 

Superphosphate-—When used without a modifier the term comprises normal 
and triple superphosphates and wet-base goods. 

Based upon data developed by the survey as of September 1, 1951, there were 
202 plants producing normal superphosphate, 13 plants producing wet-process 
phosphoric acid, and 9 plants producing triple superphosphate. Of the 202 nor- 
mal superphosphate plants, 91 had coexisting acid facilities. Two additional 
normal superphosphate plants were located outside of continental United States, 
one in Hawaii and one in Puerto Rico. 

Normal superphosphate.—The location of plants producing normal superphos- 
phate in continental United States is shown in table 1, together with capacities 
in terms of product and on a 100 percent phosphoric oxide (P:O;) basis. 

It should be noted that numerically, as well as capacitywise, the greatest 
concentration is in the South Atlantic region which had 71 plants with an 
annual capacity of 1,009,807 tons of phosphoric oxide (P:0;) equivalent to 
5,610,088 tons of normal superphosphate (18 percent P.O; basis) or approxi- 
mately one-third of the United States capacity. 
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: BLE 1. Capacity of plants manufacturing normal superphosphate, as of 
BI i ! I 9 l I 
Sept. 1, 1951 
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Not separated by States to avoid disclosure of individual company operations. 
I | 


Production of normal superphosphate.—In 1950 the production of normal 
superphosphate in each of 2 regions exceeded 2 million tons—South Atlantic 
2,991,547 tons and East North Central 2,126,550 tons. The largest production in 
a State was 1,335,073 tons in Maryland, of which over 1 million tons were pro- 
duced in Baltimore. Other centers of large production included Norfolk, Va. 

193,642 tons), East St. Louis, Ill. (273,515 tons), and Atlanta, Ga. (178,579 short 

ns). Production at any one of these centers approximated or exceeded the 
total tonnage reported for New England or for the mountain-Pacific region. 

The production of normal superphosphate for the first half of 1950 was ap 
proximately 52 percent of the total production for the year. 

The decade between 1940 and 1950 saw an increase of 5,532,272 tons or 137.4 
percent in the production of normal superphosphate. The percentage increase 
Was not as great in the older fertilizer-consuming areas as in the newer areas, 
but even in the former it was quite marked. As representatives of these two 
classes of areas, the middle Atlantic region showed an increase of only 48.8 
percent as compared with 328.1 percent in the west south central region. The 
increase in the west north central region over the same period was from 0 to 
319,057 tons. 

sased on the record for the first 9 months of 1952, current production of all 
superphosphates is at the rate of 2.2 million tons P.O; annually, with about 81.5 
percent in the form of normal and 18.5 percent in the form of concentrated, 
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ls of production in previo 


ple with 45 to 48 percent P.O, content Deta l 
vears to 1930 are set out in table 3 which is included in exhibit 1 presented by 


Concentrated superphosphate Triple superphosphate plants: details regard 


ng triple superphosphate plants are shown in table 2, and for wet-process phos- 
he cid table 
"I ; ? / iple superphosphate yndustru manufacturing facilities as of Ne pt. 


1, 1951: number of plants, 9°; total annual productive capacity, T93,018 short 


fOnS total storage ee pacity, 98,900 short tons) 
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Ex} ESSE S ¢ ilent short t of triple superphosphate conta 45 percent available P?O5, assum - 
ng that supplies of phosphate rock are adequate, that the plant operates 350 days per year, and that capacity 
for storage of the triple superphos te is not a pro 
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TABLE 3.—Wet-process phosphoric acid industry (manufacturing facilities as of 
Sept. J, 1951: number of plants, 13; total annual productive capacit g.© e. 82,104 
short tons) 
| WET-PROCESS PHOSPHORIC ACID PRODUCTION, 1950 


ytal product 
As produced, short t 


Ba 5) percent H PO,, short . 
f A verage grade of acid 
: } ee entrat I tH 4 
t 4 r concentration, pe Hap 
antits ld (ba percent I ( 
For fertilizer use, shor 8 
r other use, short t 
Potal, short to s 
PH¢ H I ( { ED 
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8 enr 
Fa ind Wester M 
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‘ 14 
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: Sulfurie acid (basis 100 px H2S0,) used, 1 80 tons, his fr il Ir 
Expressed as equivalent short tons of acid cont iing 50 percent H3PO,4 assum 1at phosphate r K 
esd and sulfuric acid supplies are adequate and that the plant operat ) days per 
) 4 plants did not concentrate their phosphoric acid, and tonnages of uncor trated acid ar t included, 
IZ 
It should be noted that the 9 triple superphosphate plants produced 660,134 
Pe tons of equivalent 45 percent superphosphate in 1950 and 357,738 tons in the 
first half of 1951. The 1950 production averaged 46 percent of available P2Os. 
The industry used 274,122 tons of rock in 1950, of which 225,993 was mined in 
Florida, 7,805 in Tennessee, and 40,324 in Idaho and Wyoming. On the basis of 
equivalent 50 percent H;PO,, 490,952 tons of wet-process acid and 126,519 tons of 
electric-furnace acid was used to acidulate the rock. 
The wet-process phosphoric acid companies used 1,062,980 tons of phosphate 
853 rock and 859,780 tons of sulfuric acid (basis 100 percent H.SO,). The rock 
47 tonnage was made up of 885,424 tons from Florida, 29,405 from Tennessee, and 
148,101 from Idaho and Wyoming. The sulfuric acid derived from elemental 
na sulfur amounted to 668,864 tons. 
1m - 
ity Question 3 


What expansion of phosphatic fertilizer capacity is underway or believed to 
be scheduled currently by regions and type of product? 

Answer. Based upon representations of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, the Defense Production Administration on August 5, 1952, issued 
phosphatic fertilizers expansion goal (No. 149-A). This determination calls for 
a total domestic production by 1955 of approximately 3.55 million tons of avail 
able P.Os, representing an increase in production of about 1.4 million tons ove 
the production of 2.150 million tons in fiscal year 1951 

The phosphate fertilizer expansion program The status of the expansion 
program as of December 12, 1952, is indicated in table 4 


6250655 59 
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TasL_e 4.—Status of phosphatic fertilizer expansion program as of Dec, 12, 1952 


Tons P.O 


DPA expansion goal 149—A in ; si . - nema wen. Oy O00, GOO 
1950-51 productior f _ 2, 150, 000 
1954-55 increased production goal ; 1, 400, OOO 


Capacity 


New tonnage scheduled (tons P2,Os5) 
Normal superphosphate , 157, 000 
Triple and concentrated superphosphate________________-_____~_ 774, 000 


Ammonium phosphate : 70, 000 
Be eee 152, 000 


Nitraphosphates 
Grand total 


Balance to be arranged for__ ; 247, 000 


In looking to means to remedy the foregoing arithmetical deficit considera- 
tion should be given to the possibility of increased production at existing fa- 
cilities. 

A comparison of 1955 requirements for phosphatic fertilizers with scheduled 
new and total capacity by 1955 is shown on a regional basis in table 5. 








¥ 
t 
4 
” 
e 
% 

= 


1) 


i) 
‘> 


M) 
4) 
4) 
M) 





capat 


~~ ia 
_o 
~ 

ms 
St 
~ 
~ 


5 with 


Ww; 


i 
,000 pounds P2035] 


in 


requ ements P.O 
1,000 short tons of 2 


Ze? 


tila 
by regions in the United States and indi: ated new 


é 


} hosphati 


» Con Parison oOo 


ABLI 


Current capacity 





HELLS 








Z 








OL 


CANYON 


t 
t 
7+ 


1, 638 


103 





rN 
Na 


4183 





— 


0 


1 


“i 


vO 
150 


PROJ E¢ 


157 


4105 


3, 450 











r, IDAHO-OREGON 











9 


~~ 


l 








Q?9 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


ipparent unbalance between future requirements and cupacity on a regional 
hasis It is recognized that geographic boundaries do not limit the flow of super 
phosphates and other processed phosphatic fertilizers and that normally there is 
f these materials across State and regional lines. However, a com 
parison of the indicated 1955 total capacity for production of phosphates with the 
quantity tonnage required in 1955 in terms of P205 shows nominal deficits in the 
New England and Middle Atlantic regions. It is possible that these deficits will 
be balanced by shipments from surplus producing areas and that any required 
new local capacity will be the result of normal expansion in the field. 

The area with the greatest indicated unbalance is the: West North Central 
region with a deficit of 210,000 tons P205 basis. This region comprises Minne 
sota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas, with 


movement o 


requirements in 1955 of 455,000 tons and a capacity to produce 245,000 tons. A 
ore detailed study of this region should indicate the most advantageous loca 
tions for expansion of superphosphate production facilities. In such considera 


on the availability of phosphate rock, low-cost electric power on a continuing 
basis, sulfur or sulfuric acid, and transportation would point to possible economi: 


locations 


(ue stion A 

Are existing plants in some localities losing their ability to compete, and ques 
tion 5, how much of such present capacity is threatened with loss of ability to 
compete and in what locations? 

Answer. Data are not available upon which to make definite answers to these 
questions What is involved is the matter of cost of production, transportation, 
and delivery which could only be evaluated in the light of facts developed by 
specific studies. In general, it costs more to produce one unit of P2Os5 in the form 
of triple superphosphate than it does to. produce one unit as normal superphos 
phate. With the former, plant investment and processing costs are higher. The 
competitive advantage gained is greater concentration which permits longer 
freight hauls and lowered packaging and handling charges per ton of finished 
product. However, by virtue of lower primary costs, it is believed that producers 
of normal superphosphate will be able to compete over a period of years in those 
areas which they can serve economically. What they can expect to lose is ability 
to compete in markets requiring long freight hauls. 

There is need, as has been stated, for additional production of triple and con 
centrated superphosphates. It is one of our objectives to see that the total aver 

ge plant nutrient content of mixed fertilizers be increased for reasons of econ 
omy in transportation and handling. At the present time this average is about 
2% units of plant food per ton of fertilizer—it should be 30 units or better as a 
minimum. 

The same reasoning applies to phosphatic fertilizers for direct application 
where under certain conditions higher concentration has economic advantages 

Basically the question of costs can be summed up by stating that the real test 
of economy is whether the material supplied provides to the farmer the lowest 
delivered cost per unit of plant nutrient when applied to the soil. 





Our stion 6 


Is there any clear trend in the expansion plans of the industry toward any 


particular end products or combinations? 

Answer. Analysis of the 1950 survey and the expansion program indicates the 
lowing trends: (a) toward more concentrated phosphatie fertilizers: (b) 
toward complex compounds such as a 12-12-12 grade: (ec) toward locations 
adjacent to sources of rock; and (d@) toward processes using sulfuric acid or 
nitric acid in combination with other acids to treat the phosphate rock. 


fol 


(sue stion 7 

In view of factors affecting the new capacity, would any particular advantages 
esult from the greater use of western phosphate rock: from the use of such rock 
in the production of higher concentrated phosphatic materials? 

Answer. Western phosphate rock provides no techni¢al advantages over 
Florida rock in the production of phosphatic fertilizer materials. . In the national 
interest it appears desirable to make greater use of the Western deposits and 
thus spread the life of the reserves in Florida. 
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STATEMENT OF Harry A. CURTIS 


The statement of Harry A. Curtis, Tennessee Valley Authority, Knoxville, 
renn., taken at the offices of the Tennessee Valley Authority in Knoxville, Tenn., 
on December 22, 1952, on behalf of the intervenors, Secretary of the Interior, 
Northwest Public Power Association, Inc., Hells Canyon Development Associa 
tion. Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, Washington State Grange, Farmers’ 
Educational and Cooperative Union of America, and such other intervenors as 
may elect to avail themselves thereof, for the purpose of presentation as evidence 
in these proceedings or as an offer to stipulate as the testimony of the said Harry 
4. Curtis therein, on interrogation by Joseph C. Swidler, upon questions pre 
pared by Leon Jourolmon, attorney : 


Question 1 

Please state your name, address, and present occupation. 

Answer. My name is Harry A. Curtis. At present I am a member of the Board 
of Directors of the Tennesse Valley Authority, Knoxville, Tenn. 


Question 2 


What has been your training and your professional experience? 

Answer. Education: I graduated from the college of engineering, University of 
Colorado in 1908. I obtained an M. 8. degree at Colorado in 1910 and Ph. D., at 
the University of Wisconsin, 1914. I have since received honorary degrees from 
Colorado, Wisconsin, and the University of Louisville. 

Academic work: I served various periods on the faculties at Colorado, North 
western University, and Yale. I organized the chemical engineering course at 
Yale, 1923-30. I served 10% years as dean of the college of engineering, Uni 
versity of Missouri, 1938-49. 

Industrial work: I have been superintendent of a coal processing plant at 
Irvington, N. J.; general manager of a coal processing plant at Clinchfield, Va. ; 
director of research for Vacuum Oil Co., Paulsboro, N. J., and consultant to 
various industrial companies, including the Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co., which 
is a fertilizer manufacturing concern. 

Government service: I was an Officer in the Ordnance Department during 
World War I, engaged in chemical engineering work. I served for short periods 
in the Department of Agriculture, Department of Commerce, Department of the 
interior, and War Department. I was Chief Chemical Engineer for the TVA, 
1933-38 ; and consultant to the TVA, 1938-49. I have been a TVA director since 
February 1949. 

Miscellaneous: I am author of some 75 articles in technical books and journals 
I hold some 25 United States patents, most of them on fertilizer processes and 
equipment. I have inspected chemical plants in Europe on several occasions. 
I represented the USDA at the World Nitrogen Conference in Europe. I was on 
a technical mission for the United States in Europe near the end of World War II. 
[ am the author of the articles on phosphorus and on phosphates in the current 
edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica. 

Question 3 


You have stated that you were Chief Chemical Engineer of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority from 1933 to 19388. What were your duties during that period? 

Answer. I supervised the design and construction of the TVA’s fertilizer plant 
at Wilson Dam, Ala., and launched the TVA’s fertilizer research and develop- 
ment program. 
Question 4 

Did the TVA’s initial fertilizer plant use the electric furnace method of ferti- 
lizer production? 

Answer. Yes. 


Question 5 


Did the fertilizer research and development program cover other processes 
than that using an electric furnace? 

Answer, Yes. We carried on a broad program involving many types of phos- 
phatic fertilizer as well as other fertilizer materials. 
Question 6 

Are you familiar with the phosphate deposits in the West, that is, the deposits 


in Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, and Montana? 
Answer. Yes. 
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(uc stion 7 


Hiow did you gain knowledge of these deposits ? 
Answer. I made my first inspection of the Western phosphate deposits in 1937, 
under the guidance of George Mansfield, phosphate geologist in the United States 
Geological Survey. 


I visited a number of the deposits again in the summers of 
19388, 1939, and 1940. 


In 1941 I served on a phosphate committee appointed by 
Secretary Ickes. I was in the Western field again during a part of the summer 
of 1942. In 1944 I served as a consultant in the United States Department of 
the Interior on Western phosphate matters and in this connection spent a part 
of the summer in the Western field. 

In 1946 [ became a consultant to the American Farm Bureau Federation on 
phosphates, particularly with respect to applications for leases of deposits on 
the public domain in the West In 1947 I spent the summer in Idaho, prospect 
ing and evaluating the phosphate deposit which the Central Farmers Fertilizer 
Co. subsequently purchased I visited these properties again in 1948, 

During the past 20 vears I have, of course, studied many reports dealing with 
Western phosphates and have myself written a number of such reports. 
Qucstion & 

Is the TVA in anyway interested in or concerned with the phosphate deposits 
in the Western States? 

Answer. TVA interest in the use of Western phosphates: The TVA Act 
clearly indicates that the intention of the Congress was that the TVA’s fertilizer 
research laboratories and plants at Wilson Dam were to serve a national purpose, 
both in the development of new and improved fertilizers and in the effective 
use of such fertilizers in agriculture. This is shown by numerous provisions 
of the TVA Act, particularly those of section 5, part of which is quoted below 
for convenience : 

“Sec. 5. The board is hereby authorized 

“(a) To contract with commercial producers for the production of such 
fertilizers or fertilizer materials as may be needed in the Government’s pro- 
gram of development and introduction in excess of that produced by Govy- 
ernment plants. Such contracts may provide either for outright purchase 
of materials by the Board or only for the payment of carrying charges on 
special materials manufactured at the Board’s request for its program. 

“(b) To arrange with farmers and farm organizations for large-scale 
practical use of the new forms of fertilizers under conditions permitting an 
accurate measure of the economic return they produce. 

“(c¢) To cooperate with National, State, district, or county experimental 
stations or demonstration farms, with farmers, landowners, and associations 
of farmers or landowners, for the use of new forms of fertilizer or fertilizer 
practices during the initial or experimental period of their introduction, and 
for promoting the prevention of soil erosion by the use of fertilizers and 
otherwise. 

“(qd) The Board in order to improve and cheapen the production of fer- 
tilizer is authorized to manufacture and sell fixed nitrogen, fertilizer, and 
fertilizer ingredients at Muscle Shoals by the employment of existing facili- 
ties, by modernizing existing plants, or by any other process or processes that 
in its judgment shall appear wise and profitable for the fixation of atmos 
pheric nitrogen or the cheapening of the production of fertilizer. 

“(e) Under the authority of this Act the Board may make donations or 
sales of the product of the plant or plants operated by it to be fairly and 
equitably distributed through the agency of county demonstration agents, 
agricultural colleges, or otherwise as the Board may direct, for experi- 
mentation, education, and introduction of the use of such products in cooper- 
ation with practical farmers so as to obtain information as to the value, 
effect, and best methods of their use. 

“(f) The Board is authorized to make alterations, modifications, or im- 
provements in existing plants and facilities, and to construct new plants. 

“(g) In the event it is not used for the fixation of nitrogen for agricul- 
tural purposes or leased, then the Board shall maintain in standby condi- 
tion nitrate plant numbered 2, or its equivalent, for the fixation of atmos- 
pheric nitrogen, for the production of explosives in the event of war or a 
national emergency, until the Congress shall by joint resolution release the 
Board from this obligation, and if any part thereof be used by the Board 
for the manufacture of phosphoric acid or potash, the balance of nitrate 
plant numbered 2 shall be Kept in standby condition. 
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“(h) To establish, maintain, and operate laboratories and experimental 
plants, and to undertake experiments for the purpose of enabling the Cor 
poration to furnish nitrogen products for military purposes, and nitrogen 
and other fertilizer products for agricultural purposes in the most economi- 
cal manner and at the highest standard of efficiency.” 

In its fertilizer research program and in the development of fertilizer manu 
facturing processes, the TVA has always taken into account the possibility of 
their application in the Western States and has made many tests of western 
phosphate ores. 

The TVA’s fertilizers are now used in educational programs from coast to 
coast. 

Aside from the fact that the TVA laboratories and plants serve a national 
purpose, the TVA has a direct and obvious interest in promoting the use of 
western phosphate because the Tennessee deposits, which are so strategically 
located with respect to agriculture, are of very limited extent. These deposits 
are currently furnishing phosphates for both agricultural and industrial uses, 
with rapid depletion of the ore reserves. The TVA regards it as fortunate that 
two of the large concerns producing phosphorus in Tennessee for industrial uses 
have now built plants in the Western States, thus avoiding an even more 


rapt 
depletion of the Tennessee deposits. 


Oe stion 9 


Do you consider it economically feasible to apply the electric-furnace method 
to the processing of phosphate in the Western States? 

Answer. I do, The case is clear where phosphorus for chemical uses is con 
cerned, and the best evidence of the economic feasibility of using the electri 
furnace for such purpose in the West is the fact that three industrial concerns 
are now building or have in operation a number of large electrical furnaces in 

Idaho and Montana. Two of these companies already have similar furnaces in 
Tennessee. The use of western phosphates to meet a part or all of the chemical 
needs for phosphorus is in itself an important and proper use of these deposits, 
and, as I have pointed out heretofore, such use is of indirect benefit to agriculture 
in that it prolongs the life of the Tennessee and Florida deposits that are so 
strategically located with respect to agriculture east of the Mississippi River. 

One of the important factors which will determine the extent to which western 
phosphates will be used to meet the country’s chemical needs for phosphorus 
With consequent indirect benefit to agriculture, is obviously the future cost of 
electric energy in the western phosphate fields. 

Question 10 

You have limited your reply to the feasibility of using the electric furnace in 
the West as a method of supplying the country’s need for chemical phosphorus, 
with indirect benefits thereby accruing to agriculture. Deferring for the moment 
specific estimates as to the relative costs of using the electric-furnace method 
and, say, the sulfuric-acid method of producing phosphatic fertilizers in the 
West, what would you say as to general advantages that might inhere in either 
method ? 

Answer. (a) The electric furnace will smelt any grade of phosphatic material, 
whereas the sulfuric-acid method requires use of a high-grade ore. The grade 
of ore to be used in the electric furnace at a given location can therefore be de 
cided on the basis of economics alone, taking into account the cost of mining, 
hauling, and preparing rock of various grades; amount and cost of power re- 
quired to smelt rock of various grades; overall recovery of phosphorus as in 
fluenced by the grade of the rock; and cost of plant in relation to grade of rock 
used. 

In the western deposits the high-grade phosphate seams are relatively narrow, 
seldom exceeding 8 feet and averaging less than this. On the other hand, the 
lower grade ore can be mined from relatively wide seams, up to 25 feet thick. 
Other conditions being equal, it is, of course, more economical to mine the wider 
seams. How much cheaper it would be to mine a wide seam than a narrow seam 
would depend entirely on the characteristics of the particular deposit, as would 
the economy possible in mining both seams together. 

(b) The electric furnace method permits the production of several concen- 
trated phosphatic materials, whereas the sulfuric acid method yields only one 
concentrated material, viz, a superphosphate carrying about 48 percent POs. 
The concentrated products that could be shipped from a plant using the electrie 
furnace method would include elemental phosphorus (229 percent P.O; equiva- 
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lent), calcium metaphosphate (64 percent P.O;), 80 percent phosphoric acid 
(57 percent P:Os), or concentrated superphosphate (48 percent P05). This 
flexibility is advantageous, not only from the standpoint of freight costs and 
market situations, but also because it permits sale of phosphatic materials for 
either agricultural or chemical uses, 

(c) There are several potential sources of sulfuric acid in the West, most 
of them undeveloped as yet. These sources are, in general, not very favorably 
located with respect to high-grade phosphate deposits, and therefore some 
expensive transportation costs would be incurred in bringing sulfuric acid or 
sulfur compounds and rock phosphate together at some common point. This 
will impose unfavorable restrictions in the location of fertilizer plants using the 
sulfuric acid method. 

If the sulfuric acid method is used, the locations most favorable for bringing 
acid and rock phosphate together will seldom be near the mining operations. 
The ore as mined must, in most instances, be dried before shipment, not only 
to lower freight costs but also because the ore as mined will be wet enough to 
freeze in the railway cars during winter months, thus preventing unloading of 
the cars. 

A plant using the electric furnace method can be located near the mines, there- 
by avoiding transportation of ore, and permitting joint use of many facilities 
common to both the mining and preparation of the ore on the one hand and its 
actual processing on the other. There is greater freedom of choice in plant lo- 
cation if the electric furnace method is used. 

(d) From a broad conservation viewpoint, the electric furnace method is 
more attractive than the sulfuric acid method because the former makes it 
possible to use a much larger fraction of the total phosphate in a given deposit. 
Moreover, when the power source is falling water, electric energy is a renewable 
resource whereas sulfur is a nonrenewable resource. 

Question 11 


How much electric energy is required to produce a ton of elemental phos- 
phorus? 


Answer. The quantity of electric energy required to produce a ton of phos- 


phorus depends on several factors, the chief of which is the phosphate content 
of the furnace charge. Using Tennessee phosphate with a furnace charge in 
which the phosphate plus necessary silica analyzes, say, 26.3 percent P:O;, the 
average energy consumption would be about 10,300 kilowatt-nours per ton of 
phosphorus charged as rock phosphate, about 11,340 kilowatt-hours per ton of 
phosphorus volatilized from the furnace, and about 11,740 kilowatt-hours per 
ton of phosphorus finally recovered. The energy consumption would probably be 
a little less than these figures if a similar grade of western phosphate, which 
generally contains less iron, should be used. For a somewhat lower grade of 
western rock, Waggaman and Bell in an article published in Industrial and 
Engineering Chemistry (vol. 42, pps. 276-285, 1950), assumed 13,600 kilowatt- 
hours per ton of phosphorus recovered. The question asked cannot be answered 
without qualifications. 


Question 12 


How much phosphorus and how much rock phosphate are required to produce 
a ton of concentrated superphosphate, analyzing, say, 48 percent available P.O;? 

Answer. Phosphorus can be conyerted to phosphoric acid with at least a 98 
pereent recovery of phosphorus. When rock phosphate is acidulated with phos- 
phoric acid a part of the available P.O; in the resultant superphosphate comes 
from the acid used and a part from the rock phosphate. The proportion from 
each source depends on many factors. Waggaman and Bell, in an estimate 
published in 1950, assumed that 70.82 percent of the available P.O; in concen- 
trated superphosphate came from the phosphoric acid used. This is a good 
approximation when a superphosphate containing 48 percent available P.O; and, 
say, 50 pereent total P.O; is produced: by acidulation of a rock phosphate con- 
taining 33 percent P:O;.. This assumption leads to an estimate that it requires 
about 303 pounds of elemental phosphorus and 902 pounds of rock phosphate, 
33 percent P:.Os, per ton of the concentrated superphosphate. In addition to the 
902 pounds of rock phosphate required in final step, there would be needed about 
2.396 pounds of rock phosphate to produce the 303 pounds of required elemental 
phosphorus. The overaH requirements would be 3,298 pounds of rock phosphate 
and about 1,779 kilowatt-hours for the electric furnace. 
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Question 13 

How much phosphorus and how much rock phosphate are required to manu- 
facture a ton of calcium metaphosphate analyzing, say 65 percent available 
P.O5? 

Answer. The quantity of phosphorus required to produce a ton of calcium 
metaphosphate carrying 65 percent of available P.O; and, say, 67.5 percent total 
P.Os, depends again on several factors and these must be known before any 
very accurate answer may be given. 

In actual operation of the TVA plant at Wilson Dam, Ala., it requires about 
$29 pounds of phosphorus and 1,162 pounds of rock phosphate to produce a ton 
of calcium metaphosphate analyzing 65 percent available and 67.5 percent total 
P.O;s. In addition to the 1,162 pounds of rock phosphate used in the final step, 
there would be required about 3,895 pounds of rock phosphate to produce the 429 
pounds of phosphorus used. The overall requirement would be 4,557 pounds of 
rock phosphate and 2,520 kilowatt-hours for the electric furnace. 


(uc stion 14 


How much sulfur is required to produce a ton of 100 percent sulfuric acid? 

Answer. The theoretical requirement is about 653 pounds of sulfur per ton of 
100 percent sulfuric acid. A modern sulfuric acid plant, operating at 95 percent 
verall efficiency would require about 687 pounds of sulfur per ton of 100 percent 
sulfuric acid. 


Question 15 


How much sulfur or sulfurie acid and how much rock phosphate are required 
to produce a ton of ordinary superphosphate analyzing, say, 18 percent avail- 
able P.O;? 

Answer. This is another question that does not permit an unqualified answer. 
The ratio of acid to rock phosphate depends on the analysis of the phosphate, 
the degree of conversion that is the most economical, ete. For rough estimates 
it may be assumed, as an approximation, that with a rock phosphate analyzing 
32 percent P.O;, it requires about 715 pounds of 100 percent sulfuric acid and 
1,140 pounds of rock phosphate to yield a ton of ordinary superphosphate analyz 
ing 18 percent available P.O;. The sulfur required to produce the acid would be 
about 246 pounds. 


Question 16 


How much sulfuric acid or sulfur and how much rock phosphate are required 
to produce a ton of concentrated superphosphate analyzing, say, 48 percent 
available P,O;? 

Answer. The quantity of sulfuric acid and rock phosphate required to pro- 
duce a ton of concentrated superphosphate, 48 percent available P.O;, also varies 
with analysis of rock and several other factors. The data given in the Wag- 
gaman-Bell article mentioned earlier assumed a sulfuric acid requirement of 
about 1,755 pounds and a rock phosphate requirement of 3,100 pounds for both 
steps of the process. This is good enough for a rough estimate. The sulfur re- 
quired to produce the 1,755 pounds of 100 percent sulfuric acid would be about 
603 pounds. 


GVuestion 17 

The data you have just given refer to a ton of each of the several products 
and these products contain different proportions of plant nutrients. For pur- 
poses of comparison please state the quantities of rock phosphate, electric energy, 
and sulfur or sulfuric acid that are required to produce a ton of available plant 
nutrient in each of the several fertilizers discussed above. 

Answer. Inasmuch as rock phosphate is the only source of the plant nutrient 
(expressed a available P.O;) in any of the fertilizers considered, it is to be ex- 
pected that the quantities of rock phosphate required per ton of available plant 
nutrient in the fertilizers would not be much different, regardless of the process 
used. The actual amounts required will differ somewhat, due to differences in 
losses in the several processes and particularly due to the fact that in the electric 
furnace process some of the phosphorus appears as ferrophosphorus, and in the 
dust removed from the furnace off-gases. In the table I now present the quanti- 
ties of rock phosphate, phosphorus, sulfuric acid, sulfur, and energy required in 
the electric furnace in each of several processes are calculated. These figures 
are approximations only and will vary with the particular assumptions made in 
arriving at them, but they do permit a rough overall comparison of processes. 
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ipprorimate quantities of materials and energy required per ton of avaiijable 
P.O. in several fertilizers, calculated from the data cited for the individual 
fertilizers 
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Vuestion 1s 
Coming now to the question of relative costs of producing fertilizers or ferti 
lizer materials in western plants using the electric furnace or the sulfuric acid 
method, have you studied published articles dealing with this question, in 
particular the article published by Messrs. Waggaman and Bell in 19507 
Answer. I have studied a number of published and unpublished articles, 


including the one that has been mentioned. 
Question 19 

What is your opinion as to the validity of such estimates? 

Answer. As noted heretofore, the electric furnace method offers many advan 
tages, but these cannot be realized if the electric furnace method will not permit 
delivery of desired products to points of use at a cost at least as low as possible 
by the sulfuric acid method. If elemental phosphorus, or calcium metaphos- 
phate, or 80 percent phosphoric acid is the desired end product, the sulfuric acid 
method is eliminated at once. But, in general, the objective in the production 
and marketing of phosphatic fertilizer is to deliver at the point of use available 
P.O; in any form at the lowest possible cost. 

Because the freight hauls from a western phosphate plant to large markets 
are necessarily long ones, the only product that a plant using the sulfuric acid 
method could reasonably ship would be concentrated superphosphate of about 
is percent P.O; content. An electric furnace plant could ship any one or more 
of several products, but the competitive price to be met would be the cost of 
available P.O; in 48 percent concentrated superphosphate delivered at farms in 
some selected location. 

So far as published articles comparing the costs of delivering phosphatic 
fertilizers from plants using the sulfuric acid method or the electric furnace 
method in the West, none contains data which would cause me to change the 
conclusions I have reached. There are several reasons for this and I shall name 
a few: 

(a) Estimates published in technical journals necessarily omit all the mass 
of detailed calculations that permit conclusions to be drawn, and no one may 
examine the considerations that led the author to his published estimates. 

(b) The problem is complex and the conclusions permissible depend upon a 
large number of dependent and independent variables. Actually no general 
overall conclusion as to comparative cost by the two processes is possible A 
quantitative answer having a reasonable probability of accuracy can be reached 
only by dealing with a specified plant location, a particular phosphate deposit, 
a particular water situation, etc., etc., etc. Assumption after assumption has 
to be made even then, and the conclusions reached are determined not only 
by the local conditions at the particular plant site chosen but also by the numer- 
ous assumptions that had to be made. 

A good example of the point I am now attempting to make is the estimate 
published by Waggaman and Bell in 1950. I am not attacking the competence 
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of the authors of this estimate, but I would question many of their assumptions 
But for this present may I point out what the authors had to do in order to 
make the estimates they did make. First they selected a given location, Salt 
Lake City, for the plant using the sulphuric acid method, incidentally one of the 
few favorable locations in the West for such a plant. They specified only that 
the plant using the electric furnace method would be near a phosphate deposit ; 
but this assumption leaves out many important factors that would appear at 
once if some particular location were specified. They assumed a price for sul 
furic acid and for rock phosphate at Salt Lake. They give estimates as to plant 
investment and production costs with almost no supporting data, for the very 
good reason that no technical journal would accept a paper of the length neces 
sary to include the supporting evidence. 

In the estimates dealing with an electric-furnace plant they were compelled to 
make even more assumptions, including cost of power, cost and kind of coke, 
grade and cost of rock, cost of electroes, etc, Investment and production costs 
are largely based on an estimate published in 1938 and multiplied by 150 percent 
in order to bring them up to date, 

Let me repeat that I am not objecting to the published article because I happen 
to disagree with many of the assumptions made, and therefore with the estimates 
reached, but | am trying to say that in order to arrive at estimates at all the 
authors had to make so Many assumptions and omit so many local factors affect 
ing costs that one may doubt that the conclusion reached is anything more than 
a necessary result of the assumptions and omissions made by the authors. At 
any rate, these authors conclude that the sulfuric-acid method is the more eco 
nomical, so far as phosphatic fertilizer is concerned. It may be a correct con 
clusion, but I am not ready to accept it on the basis of the estimates made in this 
article. 


ue stion 20 


Have you had occasion to study engineering reports made by or for industria] 
concerns comparing costs of the electric-furnace method and sulfuric-acid method 
in proposed western plants? 

Answer. Estimates made by or for private companies: I have furnished items 
of information for several such estimates, and have discussed various phases of 
the western phosphate situation with engineering concerns making such esti- 
mates. And I have studied in detail one complete estimate made by a reputable 
engineering firm for a private fertilizer company. 

The estimate made as to plant investments and production costs was, of course, 
supported by a wealth of evidence, and one may see how the estimates were 
derived. Again, certain assumptions had to be made and, incidentally, these 
differed rather widely from those made by Waggam and Bell; in fact they serve 
to throw doubt on the validity of some of the assumptions made by those authors. 
I may add that the engineering firm’s report did not rule out the economic feasi- 
bility of using the electric-furnace method of producing fertilizers in the West. 
Question 21 

Have you personally made any estimates as to the relative costs of producing 
fertilizers or fertilizer ingredients by various processes in western plants, and, 
if so, what conclusions have you reached? 

Answer. At one time or another during the past 20 years, I have made many 
preliminary estimates of this sort, individually and in cooperation with others. 
None of these estimates has been published, because I did not believe that the 
assumptions necessary were sufliciently free from uncertainties. While I cannot 
give any categorical conclusion, I have firm opinions on several pertinent aspects 
of the problem. These are as follows: 

(a) Iam convinced that the estimates of costs published by Waggaman and 
sell in 1950 are too low in respect to plant investments, raw materials, and 
manufacturing expenses for all three of the processes considered by them. 

(b) It is not realistic to assume that sulfuric acid is an open-market com 
modity available at any point in the West, and the figure of $6.50 per ton as 
sumed by Waggaman and Beli for a plant at Salt Lake City is out of line. 

It is true that there is a very large quantity of suiphur dioxide now going to 
waste in the stack gases from western smelters and still larger quantities of 
sulphur are available in the form of impure pyrites, to say nothing of other po- 
tential sources of sulfuric acid. But the existing plants to convert these raw 
materials into sulfuric acid are very few in number and are of relatively small 
capacity. Present production is too small to meet the demands if the sulfuric 
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acid method of processing rock phosphate is to be used on a large scale in the 
West. Therefore, a company wanting an assured supply of acid must face the 
necessity’ of building a sulfuric acid plant or of paying a price for acid high 
enough to justify someone else’s building the plant. If the fertilizer concern 
elects to buy pyrites and build its own acid plant, then the total investment 
in the plant to produce superphosphate becomes nearly as large as for a plant 
using the electric furnace method of producing superphosphate. 

If one must assume a price for sulfuric acid in the West, in the absence of a 
contract with an existing or potential producer, it appears that an estimate 
of the cost of superphosphate would have to be based at present on a sulfuric 
acid cost of at least $13 per ton, f. 0. b. at point of acid production. Of course, 
10 fertilizer manufacturer would build a plant in the West without certainty 
as to his supply of both rock and acid and the prices thereof, inasmuch as the 
cost of acid plus the cost of rock ready for the mixing operation constitutes so 
large a part of the total cost of producing superphosphate by the sulfuric acid 
method. However, I do not believe that even a price of $13 for sulfuric acid, as 
contrasted with the $6.50 that Waggaman and Bell assumed, would necessarily 
make the sulfuric acid method unattractive for the production of superphosphate 
at all points in the West. I think it is very probable that additional plants using 
the sulfuric acid method will be set up at some places in the West, particularly to 
supply the fertilizer demands in the intermountain region. 

It seems to me that the pertinent question here is not whether the electric 
furnace method of producing concentrated superphospate can compete with the 
sulfuric acid method of manufacturing this particular product in western plants, 
but is a much broader question, namely, will cheap electric power in the West 
promote utilization of western phosphates. So far as elemental phosphorus for 
chemical use is concerned, the answer is an unqualified yes. But the question as 
to fertilizer production by the use of electric power is a more difficult one, and 
boils down to asking if there might be any set of circumstances under which a 
fertilizer manufacturer would logically elect to use the electric furnace method 
in a western plant. I believe that this question can be answered only when spe- 
cific cases are considered, but there are some general observations that apply. 

(c) If a fertilizer concern should build an electric furnace plant in the West, 
I see no reason why the company could not capture some part of the chemical 
market for elemental phosphorus. This market has greatly expanded in the past 
decade and presumably will continue to expand. The current market price for 
elemental phosphorus is so high as to preclude use in fertilizer production. A 
few pertinent figures will illustrate this point. In 1940 the TVA bought elemental 
phosphorus from two producers in Tennessee at $150 per ton, f. o. b. their plants, 
giving a cost of $156.20 at Sheffield, Ala. At this price the TVA could and did 
convert the phosphorus inte concentrated superphosphate that could have been 
sold in the then market without loss. In 1952, as agent for the United States 
Army, the TVA asked for bids on 2,000 tons of phosphorus. All five of the large 
commercial producers submitted bids. One bid was rejected because conditions 
required in the invitation were not met. Each of the other 4 bidders quoted 
a price of approximately $351 per ton, f. 0. b. Sheffield, Ala. The minimum freight 
costs for the 4 bidders were respectively $10.81, $10.81, $31.97, and $70.84 per 
ton, The last named was from a plant in Idaho, and it is evident that this hidder 
was prepared to absorb a freight differential of $60.03. His actual bid was $351.13 
per ton, f. o. b. Sheffield, Ala., giving him a price of $280.29 at the plant in Idaho. 
There is no reason to think that even at this price his profit would have been 
small. Waggaman and Bell estimated a cost of production of $152.89 per ton for 
phosphorus in a western plant, and their estimate is certainly too low. Ina 
recent publication (Chemical Week, August 2, 1952) Joseph Gordon guesses that 
it costs between $175 and $200 per ton to produce elemental phosphorus in the 
West. 

I saw recently a conservative estimate made by an engineering firm that arrived 
at a cost of about $183.50 per ton for elemental phosphorus. In my opinion this 
estimate assumed much too low a cost for rock phosphate. Donbling the assumed 
reck cost in this estimate and changing the assumed power rate from 4 mills to 
3 mills would give a phosphorus cost of about $194.50. 

What I am trying to say at this point is that if a fertilizer company can pro- 
duce phosphorus in the West at, say, $180 per ton, and the current market permits 
a return of about $290 f. o. b. his plant, I see no reason why he should not attempt 
to eapture some part of this highly remunerative market. 
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(ad) Using phosphorus costing, say, $180 per ton, various estimates that I Fave 
seen indicate that concentrated superphosphate in bulk could be produced at the 
same site at a cost of about $72 per ton of available P.O; content. 

(e) The Waggaman and Bell estimate for the cost of a ton of available P2Qs 
in concentrated superphosphate produced in a wet-process plant at Salt Lake City 

rrived at a figure of $52.21. This is so far below the $72 mentioned above that 
one is led to scrutinize the assumptions made by those authors. From the da 
given in their estimate the following table may be derived 


Cost of 1 ton of available P.O, in concentrated superphosphate by the wet method 


INVESTMENT $3,306,000 


Rock at mines, 3.228 tons at $4.50 $14 
Freight ($1.46 per ton 1.71 ” 
Preparation of rock ($1.85 per tor 7 11.4 


if 


Sulfuric acid 
Other eosts 


lotal 


The assumed cost of rock at the mine, $4.50 per ton, is presumably conserva 
tive. But there is no high-grade rock near enough Salt Lake City to justify as 
suming a freight rate of $1.46 per ton. The nearest high-grade rock is near 
Leefe, Wyo., and the commodity freight rate on this rock to Salt Lake City is 
§3.416 per net ton. Furthermore, run-of-mine rock phosphate cannot be shipped 
from a mine to Salt Lake City in cold weather unless the rock is crushed and 
dried at or near the mine. In cold weather the usually moist rock freezes in 
the railroad cars and cannot be unloaded. If the rock must be dried at the mine, 
it would probably be economical to calcine and grind it in the same plant and 
then ship rock dust ready for acidulation. In any event, it appears that both 
the freight rate and the cost of preparing rock for acidulation assumed by 
Waggaman & Bell are much too low. Instead of the cost of $7.81 assumed for 
rock ready to acidulate in the Salt Lake City plant, a cost of $12 per ton would 
be more likely. 

With sulphuric acid at $13 per ton and rock dust at Salt Lake City ready to 
acidulate costing $12 per ton, and accepting the Waggaman & Bell estimate of 
costs other than those of rock and sulphuric acid, the picture would be: 


Revised cost estimate for 1 ton of available P.O; in concentrated superphosphate 
by the wet method 


| Amount Percent 
| 
| 


Rock ready to acidulate ($12 per ton)..........__- $38. 74 49.9 
Sulfurie acid ae ton) - - i : 23. 76 30. 6 
Other costs-__-- bo dsGsb iS. dah dh oe KE ‘ 15. 12 19. 5 

a icnuinttioiinmt ings sen crs tae mleiaiaiiiamaaemeeia teeta tae 77. 62 100. 0 


There are further questionable assumptions involved in the Waggaman and 
Bell estimate of “Other costs,” which include everything except the cost of sul- 
furic acid and rock ready for acidulation, but, since these add up to less than 
20 percent of the total cost in the modified estimate, it is not worth while trying 
to analyze them. 

It will be noted that the $77.62 per ton of P,O; mentioned above is more than 
the $62.85 estimated by Waggaman and Bell for the electric furnace method, but 
I am convinced that their estimate of electric furnace costs is also too low. 

(f) In the foregoing section I have discussed relative cost of concentrated 
superphosphate, since that is the only product that could be produced in the West 
on a practical basis by the sulfuric acid method. The electric-furnace method 
affords several other products, however, one of which is calcium metaphosphate. 
The TVA is the only producer of this material and operates only a small unit 
Production costs in a full-scale plant can only be estimated. One engineering 






































932 HELLS CANYON PROJECT. 


IDAHO OREGON 


estimate that I have seen shows a production cost of P.O 
about $2 per ton less than in concentrated superphosphate. 
say to Iowa, the additional] Savings would be some 36 per ton of P.O; for the 
more concentrated product, indicating that a metaphosphate plant in the West 
Would be an attractive proposition if elemental] phosphorus can be produced at a 
cost in the neighborhood of $180 per ton. 

(7) It has been proposed from time to time that elemental phosphorus, which 
evidently can be produced cheaper in the West than elsewhere in the United 
States, be shipped to some point in the upper Mississippi Valley and there con- 
verted to a fertilizer, using rock phosphate from Tennessee or Florida. 

Sulfuric acid can be bought in St. Louis for about $15 per 
Phosphate, 33 percent P:O;, for about 
freight from Florida. The Wagg 
ing concentrated superphosphate 
St. Louis plant of 


in metaphosphate of 
On long shipments, 


ton and ground rock 
$15 per ton, of which $8.573 is the rail 


aman and Bell estimate as to the cost of produc- 
would then show a cost for available P.O; in a 


Rock id -. $48. 42 
Other ‘ , denttnie 15,12 


Total 5 90. 96 
If phosphorus could be produced in the West at S180 per ton and delivered to 
St. Louis at $216 per ton, the Waggaman and Bell estimate would give $90.99 as 
the cost per ton of available P.O, in concentrated superphosphate, using ground 
rock phosphate from Florida at $15 per ton. There would be no saving in ship- 
ping both phosphorus and rock from Idaho if Wwe assume the cost of mining the 
high-grade rock in Idaho to be $4.50 ber ton. The cost of the rock plus the cost 
of crushing and drying before shipment, plus the cost of grinding either before 
or after shipment, Plus freight from Idaho to St. Louis would amount to more 
than the $15 for fround rock from Florida. At points in Iowa, Kansas, ete., 
West of the Mississippi, the western rock would be cheaper than rock from 
Florida. The reverse would be true for points east of the Mississippi. 
Yuestion 22 


You have mentioned calcium metaphosphate. What is the present state of 
knowledge as to the usefulness of calcium metaphosphate as a fertilizer? 

Answer. The TVA has produced and distributed hundreds of thousands of 
tons of calcium metaphosphate. It has been very widely tested in agricultural 
experiment stations and on fest-demonstration farms all over the United States, 
It has been Sold by cooperatives and private distributors in an education 
sram. The overall] conclusion as to its effectiveness as a fertilizer is about as 
follows: On the hormally acid soils found in the major agricultural areas of the 
country, where rainfal] is, Say, 30 inches or more per year, calcium metaphos- 
phate is as effective as Superphosphate except where the soil is exceedingly low 
in natural phosphate and except on rapid-growing row crops of high phosphorous 
requirements. On the more highly calcareous and alkaline soils of the West, 
where rainfall is often the limiting factor in crop production, the results with 
metaphosphate are in seneral inferior to those With Superphosphate unless the 
metaphosphate is applied prior to Seeding and wel] mixed with the Soil, 
feneral overall] Statement it may be Said tl 
in action as a fertilizer 
Speedy action of a fertilj 


al pro- 


AS a 
lat metaphosphate is somewhat slower 
than is superphosphate, and under circumstances where 
zer is required, metaphosphate is apt to be less effective. 
Under some circumstances. however, this Slower action is an advantage. 
Vuestion 23 

Will you comment on the 
forms of fertilizers? 

Answer. Speaking 


outlook for increased use of the more concentrated 
of the individual] nitrogenous, phosphatic, and potassic ma- 
terials that are usually mixed to produce the so-called complete fertilizers so 
widely used in American agriculture, |] may Say that the relatively low-grade 
organic nitrogenous materials, such as Seed meal, packing house wastes, fish 
meal, ete., that once furnished a considerable part of nitrogen in complete fer- 
tilizers have now been largely displaced by chemical nitrogen products of much 
higher concentrations. The same is true of the potassic aterials since the de- 
velopment of the American potash industry. In the case of phosphatic materials 
the relatively low frade ordinary Superphosphate is stil] the mainstay of the 
fertilizer industry but the trend today is Strongly away from use of this material. 
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In part, this change is compelled by economic consideration, particularly in- 
creased freight rates. In part, the change results from improved technology 
in manufacturing more concentrated materials. But a large part of the change, 
perhaps the largest part, is due to farmer education to the economy of using 
the more Concentrated fertilizers. In a study that I made nearly 20 years ago 
t appeared that farmers in the neighborhood of Knoxville could even then have 
hought concentrated superphosphate from producers in middle Tennessee and 
delivered it to their farms at less price per unit of plant nutrient than they were 
paying for ordinary superphosphate produced in a local plant. 

[ see every reason to believe that the current trend toward use of more con 
centrated fertilizers will continue. Farmers are becoming increasingly familiar 
with the economy involved. Increased costs of transportation, increased costs of 
labor, increased cost of bags and other such items all favor the economy of con 
centrated fertilizers. As mentioned earlier, the electric-furnace method of 
producing concentrated phosphatic materials is technically superior to other 
methods of producing highly concentrated phosphatic fertilizers. 


Question 24 

Do you know of any commercial producers of phosphatic fertilizers that use 
the electric furnace method ? 

Answer. The TVA is the only large operation using the electric-furnace method, 
hut Some of the producers of chemical phosphorus have at times produced and 
marketed small quantities of phosphatic fertilizers made from elemental phos- 
phorus. 

Along this line some interesting testimony before the Federal Power Commis 
sion was given last July by Mr. J. Gilbert Miller of the Westvaco concern that 
operates a chemical phosphorus plant near Pocatello, Idaho. Mr. Miller said that 
a considerable quantity of the phosphorus produced in his company’s Idaho plant 
is shipped to California, Kansas, and New Jersey and there converted into phos- 
phorie acid that is added to irrigation water or ploughed into the ground as a 
fertilizer. 

Question 25 

Have you heard that a number of farm cooperatives are planning to produce 
phosphatic fertilizers by the electric furnace method in the West ? 

Answer. I have heard of a few. 

Question 26 

In view of the fact that none of the large producers of phosphorus has diverted 
much of his phosphorus to fertilizers, does it appear that any farm cooperative 
could soundly decide to use the electric-furnace method ? 

Answer. As I have indicated previously, I have seen no cost estimates that 
would definitely rule out the electric-furnace method as a means of producing 
concentrated fertilizers in the West if electric power rates in the range of 2 
to 3 mills per kilowatt-hour can be established in the phosphate areas. In the 
absence of factual data it is easy to adopt assumed component costs that will 
necessarily favor either the sulfuric acid or the electric furnace method. Thus 
Waggaman and Bell made assumptions that necessarily led to the conclusions they 
reached. I have argued that the assumptions they made were not realistic. 

Furthermore, the position of farm cooperatives is quite different from that 
of the chemical phosphorus producers and from that of the large fertilizer manu 
facturers. The three current producers of phosphorus in the West are essentially 
chemical companies. They are producers, purveyors, and users of elemental 
phosphorus in chemical products. The use of and market for phosphorus in the 
chemical industries have expanded very rapidly in the past decade. While 
phosphorus may be bought in the open market, the price bears no recognizable 
relation to production costs. In this situation, it is easy to understand why 
present phosphorus producers are reluctant to get into fertilizer production 
where margins of profit are necessarily much narrower. The situation of the 
farm cooperatives is quite different. Their interest is not chemical phosphorus 
or the chemical industry but is to secure for their members a dependable and 
economic source of phosphate fertilizer, such as they have been unable to come 
by for the past decade or longer. 

Likewise the farm cooperatives are not anchored to large investments in fer- 
tilizer plants using the older methods of production. Nor do the farm cooper- 
atives own phosphate properties in Tennessee or Florida. They had to turn to 
the West for such properties and now they seek to utilize them. Because of 
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long shipping distances they can consider only such processes as will yield con- 
centrated fertilizer. Naturally these farm cooperatives want to produce fertili 
zers that can be delivered to their members at the lowest cost regardless of meth 
ods used in their plants, If, however, well-founded estimates indicate that for 
their particular phosphate property and fertilizer distribution pattern, the elec 
tric-furnace method is feasible, they are more likely to adopt it than would the 
large fertilizer manufacturers who have large phosphate holdings and large 
plant investments elsewhere than in the West. 


Question 27 


Will you briefly summarize your conclusions concerning the use of the sul 
furic-acid method and the electric furnace method of producing phosphatic fer 
tilizers from western rock phosphate? 

Answer. I think that both methods will be used to process western phosphate 
The sulfuric-acid method is already in use in the West and I expect to see addi 
tional plants built to use this method. Several phosphate-smelting electric fur 
naces are already in operation in the West. I expect to see increasing quantities 
of their production diverted to fertilizer use. If electric power rates in the 
neighborhood of 3 mills per kilowatt-hour prevail in the phosphate field, I think 
that local situations will be found that will justify use of the electric-furnace 
method for fertilizer production. I have seen no cost estimates that would defi 
nitely eliminate this possibility. The electric-furnace method offers many advan 
tages and if it can be applied economically its use means much in the conserya- 
tion of natural resources. 


(Senator Murray requested the insertion of the following teleera 
in the record :) 


LINCOLN, NEBR., May 24, 1955 
Senator JAMES FE. MurRRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Interior Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We urge support and request passage of 8. 1333 in the interest of Nebraska 
farmers. As a public-power State we recognize its benefits. More important we 
need low-cost phosphate fertilizer from our holdings of deposits in Idaho. With 
out low cost electric power we cannot produce from these deposits. Congress 
should not give up to private interest the last remaining major source of cheap 
power so necessary to the development of the area as well as to Nebraska agri- 
culture and this Nation as a whole. To permit the Idaho Power Co. to take over 
this project is not in the public interest. We support S. 1333. 

NEBRASKA COOPERATIVE COUNCIL, 
GALE C. ANDERSON, Herecutive Secretary 


(Statement included in the record at the request of Senator Neu- 
berger. The statement concerning Idaho Power Co.’s transactions 
with REA’s, extracted from an address delivered on the floor of the 
United States Senate by Senator Wayne Morse on June 13, 1952, 
follows:) 


Mr. President, before I place in the Record certain material I have in mind 
in regard to the many misrepresentations which are contained in the state- 
ments and propaganda submitted to the House committee in the hearings re 
cently held by the proponents of the Idaho Power Co., I wish to make a few 
comments in regard to the testimony of a citizen of the State of Oregon who 
testified before the House committee, a lawyer from Baker, Oreg., by the name 
of Blaine Hallock, who, in his testimony before the House committee, claimed 
to be the representative at the hearing of the Baker Chamber of Commerce, 
along with other organizations. It is interesting to note, Mr. President, that 
upon the return of Mr. Hallock to Baker, Oreg., his alleged representation of 
the Baker Chamber of Commerce was repudiated. It was denied that he ever 
had the right, the authority, the authorization, or the prerogative to appear 
before a congressional committee and represent himself to be the official repre- 
sentative of the Baker Chamber of Commerce, in opposition to the Hells Canyon 
Dam project. In fact, I am informed that the controversy within the Baker 
Chamber of Commerce, which Mr. Blaine Hallock’s representation before the 
House committee caused, has resulted in such a split within the Baker Chambet 
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of Commerce that certain businessmen have broken away from the Baker 
Chamber of Commerce and have set up a businessman’s organization of their 
own, now separate and independent of the Baker Chamber of Commerce. Thus 
I say, Mr. President, referring to Mr. Blaine Hallock’s testimony, that a short 
ime ago he submitted a statement to the House Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, in which he did two things: First, he raised a question as to my 
eracity as an individual and a Senator, and, second, made one of the most 
infair attacks on rural electrification and public power to be made in recent 
years, 

The challenges offered are ones which cannot be overlooked. I intend to meet 
them point by point, issue by issue, and, by comparing whole truths with half 
truths, permit the public to be in a position to determine whose is the unseen 
hand which inspired the statement which Mr. Hallock signed. 

Mr. President, in regard to the remarks made by Mr. Hallock before the House 
committee, which obviously were designed to give the impression that the junior 
Senator from Oregon does not represent the people of Oregon, I refer Mr. Hallock 
to the last election. If he thinks the junior Senator from Oregon does not repre 
ent the people of Oregon, I suggest that Mr. Hallock throw his hat in the political 
ing and submit himself to the people of Oregon for their political judgment and 
apraisal. I suggest that he look at the last election returns and take note of the 
fact that the junior Senator from Oregon received 76 percent of the votes cast by 
the voters of Oregon in that election, and then answer the question whether he 
thinks he was right when he sought to leave with the House committee the impres 
sion that the junior Senator from Oregon does not represent the people of Oregon 
I suggest that in looking at the last election returns in Oregon he take note of the 
fact that the junior Senator from Oregon received a majority of the vote in each 
and every one of the counties of the State of Oregon. Furthermore, if he still has 
any questions as to whether the Junior Senator from Oregon represents the people 
of Oregon, let him once again look at the election returns and take note of the 
fact that the junior Senator from Oregon received a majority of the votes in 
every single precinct of the State, save and except five, and in those five pre- 
cinects—and they were precincts of very small population—the combined vote, 
as I recall, was in the neighborhood of 212 votes against the Senator from Oregon 
to 177 for him. 

I am dumbfounded, Mr. President, that a member of the bar of the State of 
Oregon, appearing before a congressional committee, would testify in the first 
place that he appeared there as the official representative of the Baker Chamber 
of Commerce, When that was not the fact ; and second, that he would be guilty of 
the snide tactic of attempting to discredit the junior Senator from Oregon for 
his position on the Hells Canyon Dam project by seeking in his testimony to give 
the impression that the junior Senator from Oregon does not represent the peo- 
ple of the State of Oregon. The junior Senator from Oregon will always be 
willing to leave that question to the people of the State of Oregon for their 
answer at the ballot boxes in 1956, when he runs again for reelection to the 
United States Senate, God willing. 

Mr. President, speaking in Chicago on March 14 to the representatives of most 
of the 1,000 rural electric cooperatives which serve over 3,500,000 farm families, 
I said of the Idaho Power Co. : 

“They have the unique record of being the only power company in the United 
States to wreck a rural electric cooperative, once the co-op got into operation. 
You can figure out for yourself what treatment any electric co-op can expect 
if the Idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of the Snake.” 

I did not give the name of the rural electric cooperative involved because I 
could have given not one but several names had I been so inclined. 

It is most interesting, therefore, that someone should have shown evidence of 
a bad conscience—a conscience so stricken that the name of the rural electric 
cooperative, most unfairly handled, somehow came to Mr. Hallock’s lips without 
prompting. 

This is how Mr. Hallock’s statement reads: 

“Well, the Senator was completely wrong. I know this because it was I who 
handled the transaction. I was employed by a group of Baker and Malheur 
County farmers whose ranches were served by the co-op. The service, if it 
may be so called, was wretched. The cost was staggering. The plant was fall- 
ing apart. In desperation, this group of farmers contacted the Idaho Power Co. 
and requested it to bail them out if possible. After much negotiation, the power 
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company took over the wreck, paid the co-op’s large indebtedness in full, and 
reimbursed it for every cent it had invested. Needless to say, the co-op grabbed 
the proposition with eager hands. Then the company reconstructed the entire 
system and it is now extending excellent service at rates considerably lower 
than those previously charged by the co-op. These men are all personally known 
tome. I will be glad to supply their names if requested.” 

Mr. Hallock’s conscience must have been giving him trouble. Even though I 
did not mention the name of the rural-electric cooperative, Mr. Hallock had no 
difficulty in identifying the cooperative as the Malheur Cooperative Electric 
Association, of Vale, Oreg. 

And I will say further that the only word of truth in Mr, Hallock’s statement 
is his own confession : 

“T know this because I handled the transaction.” 

Mr, Hallock, I say to you from this floor today that was not a transaction you 
handled. That was an economic murder—an economic murder of a small farmer- 
owned, private enterprise by an unprinciple monopoly, the Idaho Power Co. 

The story of this economic murder—calculated and cruel in the extreme—I 
propose to unfold in documented detail. 

The interesting part about this economic murder is that it took place over a 
10-year period. The progressive cutting away of the strength of the Malheur 
Cooperative Electric Association started about the same time that the cooperative 
was organized. It continued year in and year out for 10 long years. 

Perhaps only Mr. Hallock could tell us what part he played in the 10-year 
struggle other than to appear on the scene in the final act of the tragedy of a 
farmer-owned private enterprise and perform the legal ceremonials incident to 
the co-op’s final death struggle. 

Is it possible that when Mr. Hallock assumed his macabre role that he did 
not know the 10-year campaign which the Idaho Power Co, had waged against 
Malheur? 

It is a little startling, to say the least, that Mr. Hallock should picture him- 
self and the Idaho Power Co. as champions of the farmers in a situation where 
the Malheur co-op, a farmer-owned private enterprise, was being put under the 
knife. 

We might say that, like the storied Mark Antony, Mr. Hallock came there 
to bury the co-op and not to praise it. 

But before I launch into this story, I think we had better remove a misim- 
pression which might be gained from Mr. Hallock’s statement as to his con- 
nection with the Malheur Electric Cooperative and its membership. One would 
get theSimpression from what he said that he was the attorney for the farmer- 
owned private enterprise. This is a long way from being the truth. The Malheur 
co-op, during its troubled existence, had only two attorneys of record. One of 
them was Mr. M. A. Biggs, who served until December of 1944. His successor, 
who served up to the date the Idaho Power Co, killed the cooperative, was Mr. 
Charles Swan, whose offices are located in the Frst National Bank at Vale, Oreg. 

One may draw his own conclusion as to who employed Mr. Hallock. It is a 
fact, however, that he did not represent the farmer-owned rural-electric cooper- 
ative. There is a possibility that he represented instead a small group around 
the town of Bridgeport. These people wanted electricity and they wanted the 
co-op to serve them. The co-op was unable to do so for the simple reason that 
the Idaho Power Co. so cut up the cooperative’s service area with duplicating 
lines and other obstructions that the co-op was unable to serve the Bridgeport 
area. And it is a matter of record that the impetus for the sale of the coopera- 
tive came from the Bridgeport area. And the question is, Where did Mr. Hallock 
fit into this movement? 

Yes, Mr. Hallock handled the transaction. 

Now that we have identified the cast of characters in this tragedy, we are able 
to turn our full attention to the detailed story of why the Malheur Cooperative 
Electric Association, a farmer-owned private enterprise, was murdered by the 
big Idaho Power Co. This is the same company, if you please, which Mr. Hallock 
and those of his persuasion want to have control of the power sources at Hells 
Canyon on the Snake River. 

How did Malheur Cooperative and the Idaho Power Co. compare in size? The 
answer to this question is found in the Federal Power Commission and RBA’s 
report for 1949. 

Idaho Power Co. had a plant investment of $85,148,633, after taking into ac- 
count their reserve for depreciation and amortization. The total REA loan com- 
mitment to Malheur was $630,720. 
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Idaho Power Co. had an annual revenue of $12,733,175. Malheur’s revenues 
were $11,891 for the first quarter of 1949, the last figures available 

Idaho Power served 105,715 customers. Malheur served 621 farmers and othe 
rural consumers, all of them owners of their local private enterprise. 

The story of Malheur Cooperative Electric Association is a story which pits 
small private enterprise against a giant monopoly—a monopoly which wears two 
hats. Under one hat, Idaho Power Co.—a monopoly—seeks all the advantages of 
private enterprise, but under the second hat, it claims and gets all the advantages 
of a regulated public utility. 

We need to ask first: Why was the Malheur Cooperative Electric Association 
formed? The answer is because the farmers of the area wanted and needed 
electricity, and the Idaho Power Co. was unable or unwilling to serve them 
The company was not interested in serving the rural areas on the same terms 
and with the same rates which they would make available to the more profit 
able urban and suburban areas. It would appear that the Idaho Power Co. did 
not want the business of the farmers in the area of the Malheur co-op. But 
when the farmers found a source of capital in the Rural Electrification Adminis 
tration and organized their own enterprise to serve their own needs, then and 
only then did the Idaho Power Co. show interest. They did not want the busi 
ness, but they did not want the farmers to serve themselves. 

Hear what some of the farmers in the area had to say about the situation 

This is a statement by William J. Jacobsen, a farmer near Vale, Oreg. 

“T came to the valley in 1934. My farm was 214 miles out of town and one-half 
mile from the Idaho Power line, but I couldn't get hooked up. Few of us could 
But things changed in a hurry when we began to organize. Our line crew would 
set out stakes and the power company would set poles on that side. Once our 
boys knocked off in the evening, leaving a half mile of poles standing loose in the 
heles. Next morning when they came to work they found their poles pushed to 
one side, Idaho Power poles set, line strung and energized right over them.” 

And here is the statement of E. F. McDole, of Ontario, Oreg. He says: 

“We came here in 1933 to get a start in a new country. A power-company line 


was three-eighths of a mile from the farm. Six of us met at Wes Blanton’s place 
in 1937 and later attended the county-wide meeting in Boulevard Grange Hall, 
Ontario. The company had been asking a $15 minimum guaranty for 5 years 


After we applied for an REA loan, the company line came out in a hurry and they 
offered service for a $5) minimum and then for a $3.50 minimum. This particular 
line went right on by six farms and hooked up the last one. The rest of us said 
we'd wait for the REA co-op line.” 

Speaking of the same situation, Mr. E. B. Metcalf, of Vale, Oreg., said: 

“Our farm was 10 miles northwest. The company rushed out to beat the REA 
co-op, offering us a $6 minimum, then $3, and then 90 cents. But we said, ‘No: 
thanks. We'll still wait for the REA.’ ” 

Do not forget, Mr. President, that no such offer ever came from the Idaho 
Power Co. and that no such interest was ever manifested by the Idaho Power Co. 
in serving these farmers until they started to organize under REA. Then the 
Idaho Power Co., determined to crush any competition, proceeded with the tactics 
which the farmers in their testimony have so ciearly described. I say their testi 
mony of what the Idaho Power Co. did was a sample of what was happening to 
Malheur right in its earliest stages. Wherever the co-op started building a line 
the power company either duplicated it or rushed a line ahead to serve one or 
two farms, simply to prevent the farmer-owned private enterprise from being 
able to develop the revenue which it had a right to expect in its system area. 

And there are some interesting photographs too. One is especially revealing 
in showing what Idaho Power did to the Malheur Cooperative. This photo shows 
the long, tortured, sprawling map of the area the co-op was trying to serve. It 
was published with the following caption : 

“This odd-shaped pin-up of township maps on the wall of Malheur Electric 
Co-op in Vale, Oreg., gages the 90-mile spread of its lines. A lop-sided over 
extended pattern? Some of the ranchers who came 70 miles to attend the meeting 
did not think so. Except for the REA-financed co-op they might have waited a 
hundred years for power.” 

Another published photograph bears the caption “Pattern.” It says: 

“The old, old story of an REA co-op and its competition. This is the com- 
mon pattern as repeated in Malheur County, Oreg. At this corner, on the fringe 
of Malheur Valley, near where the old Oregon Trail crosses the Malheur River, 
the Idaho Power Co. spite line turns to right and to left. Looking on up the 
road toward Henry Gulch continues the co-op line to reach the Ed Foiles farm 
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Down the road to the right are the three neighbors who spurned Idaho Power 
service after learning that the Foiles would not be served by the company.” 

That is not all. There is a third photograph with the headline “Knows the 
power of neighborliness.” The caption published with this photograph reads: 

“C. Ed Foiles, shown with his son, Myron, 7, at the entrance of an electrified 
dugout milk shed, believes that his family owes as much to REA and the neigh- 
bors as anyone. He got his 160 acres when irrigation came to the White Settle- 
ment area of the Malheur River Valley in 1937. When Idaho Power raced in 
ahead of the co-op, its line came to three neighbors three-quarters of a mile 
down Henry Gulch from his place. ‘Hook up Foiles or jerk your wires off our 
houses’ was the ultimatum from the neighbors. The company hung tough and 
so did they. The company refused to take down the wires and even after co-op 
service was installed, two sets of wires came into the houses for some months.” 

rhose who own stock in the Idaho Power Co. have the right to wonder why 
the company should be so free with their money in such strange and unwar 
ranted construction practices. The trustees of Harvard College, especially, 
might want to consider how wisely they have invested, since Idaho Power 
regularly boasts how much of its stock is owned by Harvard and other educa 
tion institutions. 

But there was another and an even greater problem for the cooperative—that 
of getting a source of power. When the Malheur Cooperative approached Idaho 
Power Co. with the intent of buying power at wholesale, the Idaho Power Co. 
refused to sell power to the co-op. This is another example of how monopoly 
can operate. Idaho Power had electricity available to sell to other wholesale 
customers, but they would not sell to Malheur. 

Yet, Mr. President, it is the private companies that squawk and cry when 
they are not able to get from a large Government-built dam the amount of power 
they would like to get. They want the system to work both ways. They want 
to be free economically to murder a co-op, or deny to a co-op any power which 
the private companies have in surplus. At the same time, they want to get from 
a Government-built dam such amounts of power as they wish to obtain. 

It has been the position of the junior Senator from Oregon, despite his opposi 
tion to the business tactics too frequently resorted to by private utilities, that 
nevertheless, as American corporations, they are entitled to a fair opportunity 
to obtain Government contracts for such amounts of power as they must obtain 
in order to serve their consumers, consistent with public-policy provisions set 
forth in such acts as the Bonneville Administration Act. 

However, I point out at this stage of my remarks that economic selfishness is 
the rule which characterizes those companies, as evidenced by the fact, for in 
stance, that when they had an opportunity, as the Idaho Power Co. had, to sell 
power to the Malheur Farmers’ Cooperative, at a time when the Idaho Power 
Co. had adequate pewer to sell, they refused to do so, because their real desire 
and objective was to drive cooperatives out of existence, as the Idaho Power Co. 
finally succeeded in doing to the Malheur Farmers’ Cooperative power enterprise. 

To serve the farmers who owned it, Malheur Cooperative was forced to in- 
stall an expensive diesel generating plant. This plant was the source of power 
until 1942, when the Federal Power Commission issued an extraordinary order 
on July 3, declaring that it was in the public interest for the Idaho Power Co. 
to sell wholesale power to Malheur. The order was issued pursuant to section 
202 (c) of the Federal Power Act and is identified as docket IT—5792. 

But even this intervention, as precedent-making one in public utility history, 
did not solve Malheur’s problem of a power supply. Idaho Power was buying 
electricity at wholesale from the Bonneville Power Administration, power pro- 
duced from dams built by Federal funds. They bought this power at 3 mills a 
kilowatt-hour and sold it wholesale to Malheur at a rate of 10 and 11 mills a 
kilowatt-hour. In the Malheur system area, Idaho Power was able to sell 
electricity lower than the co-op retail rate because of the high price charged the 
co-op for wholesale power. That is a sample of how Idaho Power passes on the 
benefits of cheap public power to the farmers of Oregon and Idaho. 

The only chance the Malheur Cooperative saw for survival was the chance 
that Bonneville Power Administration would be able to build transmission lines 
to the area, which would give the cooperative the same power at the same whole- 
sale price at which the Idaho Power Co. was getting it. 

And who do you suppose led the opposition to the extension of the Bonneville 
transmission line? None other than the Idaho Power Co. 
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Let us look at the printed hearings on the Interior Department appropriation 
bill for 1949. On page 1188 of the Senate hearing we have Mr. Ralph Gale, gen 
eral sales manager of the Idaho Power Co., testifying. He said: 

“T have filed a statement here in opposition to the appropriation of any funds to 
the Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville, or any department of the Government 
for the construction of any transmission lines in the area in which we operate.” 

That is as much against as you can get. 

What was the issue? Turn to page 1214 and the testimony of Mr. Clyde Ellis, 
executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. He 
said: 

“Practically every cut made by the House in the power facilities items adversely 
affects the rural electrification program. The specific elimination of the trans- 
mission line from Anderson Ranch plant to Mountain Home, Idaho, seems to be 
for the sole purpose of preventing the Bureau of Reclamation from reaching its 
own dam with its own lines and the purpose of permitting Idaho Power Co. to 
get in between the dam and the people. The rural electrification program has 
no more bitter enemy in the United States than the Idaho Power Co. It has sue- 
cessfully killed 2 of our rural electrification cooperatives, 1 in Oregon and 
1 in Idaho. It could have saved both of them by simply selling them wholesale 
power at reasonable rates.” 

Mr. Ellis made this statement on June 3, 1948, almost a year before Malheur 
came to its end. It was the opposition of the [Idaho Power Co. to the Bureau of 
Reclamation transmission line which ended Malheur Cooperative’s last chance to 
get a source of power at reasonable rates. 

But there is something more in the Senate Appropriation hearings which should 
get our attention. You will recall that the [Idaho Power Co. refused to sell elec- 
tricity at wholesale to the cooperative until forced to do so by an order of the 
Federal Power Commission. The question might be raised, “Did Idaho Power Co. 
have power to sell at the time the cooperative wanted to buy it?” 

Here is a quotation from the statement submitted by Mr. Gale, the sales man 
ager of the Idaho Power Co. It appears on page 1195 of the heurings. He said: 

For over 31 years, Idaho Power Co. has provided facilities ahead of the require 
ments of the area which it serves, During two world wars and all the intervening 
years of peace there never has been a time when electric service was ‘too little 
or too late.’ ” 

By their own admission, the Idaho Power Co. had electricity to sell to Malheur 
but they would not do so until ordered by the Federal Power Commission. 

Idaho Power says that it is a regulated company. It is more than that; it is a 
publie utility which exists as a monopoly by reason of the fact that the people of 
« State gave them a charter to do business under certain conditions. 

Are those who speak for the Idaho Power Co. trying to tell us that the company 
as a public utility has the right to decide capriciously what customers they will 
serve and what customers they will not serve? To accept such reasoning is to 
acknowledge their right to refuse to sell electricity by reason of a person’s religi- 
ous faith, political beliefs, or even the color of his hair, or his support of or 
opposition to the public operation of power development. 

Might we not raise a question here as to the applicability of the Sherman Anti- 
trust Act to the Malheur situation? That act is supposed to be enforced where 
there is a prevention of competition as well as a destruction of competition through 
the exercise of monopoly. Malheur was not competing with Idaho Power, Mal- 
heur only wanted to serve its own farmer members. Idaho Power, on the other 
hand, did compete by the construction of duplicating lines, the invasion of the 
Malheur system area, by undercutting rates and by denying to Malheur the op- 
portunity to buy power at wholesale until forced to do so. 

The story of Malheur was not a battle between private enterprise and another 
form of enterprise. It was a battle of small farmer-owned private enterprise 
against a monopoly utility in which the latter, the Idaho Power Co., succeeded 
in driving the small farmer-owned enterprise out of business by use of the same 
tactics practiced by the unspeakable gangs of the underworld. 

As I have said in various places in the State of Oregon on many an occasion— 
and today I repeat my pledge to the farmers of my State—I shall continue to 
fight to the maximum extent of my ability such encroachments upon the rights 
of the farmers of the State of Oregon as are represented by the tactics of the 
Idaho Power Co., as disclosed in these remarks today. I say to the farmers of 
the State of Oregon that they might just as well face the fact that this situation 
presents a great political issue in the State of Oregon. We are going to fight 
it out in the State of Oregon in the years immediately ahead. The issue is 
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Whether or not the rights and the interests of the farmers of Oregon are going 
to be protected by their elected officials against the economic raping policies of 
powerful business combines such as the Idaho Power Co. and its associates 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. President, I pledge to the farmers of the State 
of Oregon that I will not retreat one foot in this fight, and I will not compromise 
to any degree whatsoever with the private utility interests of that section of the 
country, Which want to freeze out and destroy the development of farmer-owned 
cooperative power developments in the State of Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. 

We are going to decide the issue at the ballot box. I serve notice to that effect 
today on the Idaho Power Co. We are going to decide whether or not they and 
their exploiting policies are going to take over the river resources of the Pacific 
Northwest and deny to the farmers of my State the maximum development of 
the power resources of the rivers of that area. I am satisfied that once the voters 
come to realize the basis of the fight and the facts in support of the fight which 
the junior Senator from Oregon is making on this issue, their verdict in 1956 will 
be the same as the verdict they rendered in 1950, so far as the political fortunes 
of the junior Senator from Oregon are concerned. 

It is the exploiting utilities of the area who have picked this fight, and the jun- 
ior Senator from Oregon, with the support of the voters of the State of Oregon, 
intends to finish the fight: and the finish of that fight will be in the interest of 
protecting the farmers and consumers of the State of Oregon. 

It is one thing for a company to set itself up as a champion of free enterprise, 
but certainly anyone who takes this position owes it to himself and the people 
to make certain that the principles and practices of that specific enterprise are 
not aimed at the destruction of human rights or property rights. Free enter- 
prise which puts itself above the law and above the accepted morals and ethics 
of American business is not the kind of free enterprise which has the right to 
ask for support or claim privileges denied to other decent »rivate enterprises. 

In his statement to the House commitee, Mr. Hallock makes much of his posi- 
tion as a representative of farmers in his area. 

I wonder. Does he recall the annual meeting of Malheur Cooperative Electric 
Association on August 10, 1948? 

Let me refresh his memory. At this meeting it was brought out that Malheur 
Co-op was doing its best to extend electric service to the village of Bridgeport 
and the mining camp nearby. The co-op had already constructed distribution 
lines there and was in the process of getting ready to construct a transmission 
line from Vale to Bridgeport, a distance of 21 miles. Before the co-op could start 
construction of the line, the Idaho Power Co. rushed work on a transmission line 
to Bridgeport. The effect of this was to make it impossible for the co-op to build 
its own transmission line to reach it potential consumers in Bridgeport because 
duplication of transmission lines is expressly forbidden by the Oregon Public 
Utilities Commission 

Oh, Idaho Power was as clever as one of the characters in a Clarence Budington 
Kelland novel. Clever, indeed; ethical? You be the judge, Mr. President. 

This tactic of Idaho Power made it impossible for the co-op to reach the people 
in Bridgeport where the co-op had already built distribution lines. 

So what happened at Vale on August 10, 1948? Mr. Hallock ought to remember. 
A group of 21 people from Bridgeport who were cut off from co-op power through 
the machinations of Idaho Power Co. made the suggestion that the co-op sell out 
to the Idaho Power Co. 

Were these the people you represented, Mr. Hallock? By some coincidence 
three representatives of the Idaho Power Co. also attended the co-op annual meet- 
ing. When the question of what to do about the people in the Bridgeport area 
came up, the power company representatives made it clear that Idaho Power 
would not sell its spite line to the co-op. However, and listen to this, if the co-op 
would make a cash contribution of $30,000, Idaho Power would supply a maxi- 
mum of 300 kilowatts of power in Bridgeport. The co-op, however, needed more 
than double that amount of power to serve the Bridgeport area and could see 
no reason why they should make a contribution of $30,000 to Idaho Power for 
the purpose of not getting enough electricity to meet their needs. 

Does this tactic sound like something we have heard before? Paying a contri- 
bution under pressure has one name in international relations and it has another 
name at the lower levels of our society. It is a practice rarely associated with 
that part of American business which we are proud to call free enterprise. 

I want to tell you now, Mr. President, how Malheur came to its end after a 
10-year ordeal, 10 years of the most unrelenting attacks by the Idaho Power Co. 
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I quote from an article wrtten by Kenneth McCandless, editor of the Pacific 
Northwest Cooperator. He was at Vale, Oreg., when Malheur Co-op came to its 
end. This is what he wrote in 1949: 

“VALE, OrEG., May 16.—Idaho Power Co. today evicted a “nester’—Malheur 
Electric Cooperative—after 10 years of unrelenting warfare. 

“To make it legal and assuage the final bitterness it is paying $66,648 in in 
terest and principal before REA sells the $472,000 mortgage on 365 miles of 
line and equipment. The 621 members mainly are located in the rich irrigated 
territory on the western edge of the Boise Valley, including part of Payette 
County, Idaho, and Malheur County, Oreg. Long, thin lines tap sparsely settled 
ranch country to the north and west. 

“Actual construction cost of the lines was $527,863. Depreciation was esti 
mated by REA at $69,000. Inasmuch as practically all the REA mileage was 
paralleled later by Idaho Power Co. spite lines, the cost of dismantling and 
integrating will be high. And adding in the expense of its swarm of public- 
relations agents who intensified their switchover pressure on REA patrons in 
recent months, the charge-off by Idaho Power to goodwill is estimated at beyond 
$200,000. 

“ “A magnanimous gesture to a crushed rival’ is expected to be the common 
comment. Certainly the co-op received no mercy in 10 years of power famine, 
spite lines, and undermining propaganda. 

‘But the attack on Malheur Co-op does follow a pattern. The military-type 
pincers or the financial nutcracker applied by Idaho Power to struggling Mal- 
heur with precision speed and force has many familiar characteristics seen 
elsewhere. Isolated from low-cost Bonneville 3-mill wholesale power, it was 
forced to buy from Idaho Power at 10 and 11 mills. Through parallel spite 
lines, Idaho Power, drawing energy largely from Bureau of Reclamation dams, 
undercut co-op rates in the same area. 

“Not only did Idaho Power Co. plant duplicate meters on co-op members’ 
property but the company finally agreed to sell the cooperative power not at the 
wholesale rate given other customers but only at irrigation rates. It was not 
until after the Federal Power Commission order that the co-op was able 
to get even this high-cost power. 

“So the inevitable happened May 16 as members’ ballots upheld the Board 
decision and the REA recommendation to sell rather than face mounting deficits 
as consumers were picked off the lines.” 

This is just one of the many stories published about Malheur. Anyone who 
eares to inform himself in detail is invited to inspect the files of Rural Elec 
trification magazine, the farmer-controlled and directed magazine of the Na 
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Association, for 1948 and 1949 and the files of 
the Pacific Northwest Cooperator for the same period. 

It can only be regretted that the story of Malheur did not get more attention 
in other sectious of the press at the time the events were taking place. 

Perhaps those educational institutions which have money invested in Idaho 
Power stock might do well to arrange a seminar for their investment counselors 
with the collegiate professors of ethics and history conducting the meeting. 

Remember, Mr. Hallock told the House committee “I handled the transaction.” 
If he was so proud of the part he played in this economic murder of a farmer- 
owned small enterprise, why did he not tell the committee the rest of the story? 
Why did he not tell them why Malheur Co-op was unable to serve the rural area 
around Bridgeport? 

We can only conclude that Mr. Hallock had good reason for not going into 
the story. He and the people whose viewpoint he represents were banking on the 
probability that the story of Malheur had been forgotten—that there would be 
no one who would come forward with the facts. 

Those forces of reaction with which Mr. Hallock has allied himself no doubt 
were so gravely concerned about killing the Hells Canyon power project that 
they let some wishful thinking color their view of history. 

And we might surmise that it is not beyond the realm of possibility that some 
highly paid public-relations counsel with utility connections suggested the ad- 
visability of glossing over the history of Malheur. 

Remember, Idaho Power is the principal opponent of Hells Canyon. Idaho 
Power wants a monopoly on all the power to be developed on the Snake River 
The history of Idaho Power is that the company sells to whoever it pleases, 
wherever it pleases, at whatever rate it pleases, if it can convince the ratemaking 
officials that its excessive expenses ought to be included in the calculation of its 
proposed rates. 
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I knew the story of Malheur when I spoke in Chicago. The rural-electric co-op 
people there knew the story, too. That is why I said: 

“They [the Idaho Power Co.] have the unique record of being the only power 
company in the United States to wreck a rural-electric cooperative, once the 
co-op got into operation. You can figure out for yourself what treatment any 
electric co-op can expect if the Idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of 
the Snake.” 

I will now amplify my Chicago statement by telling you what is happening to 
the farmers in the former Malheur Co-op area. It is not quite the same picture 
as the one which Mr. Hallock presented to the House committee. 

Fortunately that committee had an opportunity to hear the facts as given to 
them by His Honor, Judge 8S. Stanton, whose address is the Malheur County 
Courthouse, Vale, Oreg. Here is what he said in his statement to the House 
committee : 

“We find that under the present private utility or private power company, 
namely, the Idaho Power, in 1933 only our cities were electrified. In 1951, we 
find the entire county electrified, the rural area as well. 

“We find that during this period of electrification that we were forced to create 
an REA to get the services we felt were justly due and further find that prior 
to the REA we were forced by the private utilities to pay a large amount of 
the construction of the lines to the rural area, plus a guaranty of so much per 
month, and in many cases large deposits in advance for electricity. 

“Upon the arrival, or with the completion of the organization of the REA, 
these practices immediately ceased and a strictly competitive basis was created 
whereas the private utilities hearing a REA line was approved for a rural area 
would immediately duplicate same, running their lines parallel to the REA; 
discontinued all deposits and cost of construction and making numerous offers 
in a competitive way, the result being that through competition and competition 
alone forced the private utilities to enter the rural areas and give the needed 
service in competition with the REA, which previously they were very reluctant 
to do or would not even consider, demanding deposits, price of construction, and 
guaranties of usage of so much power before any consideration would be given 
at all, and then only in rare cases would they make the extension. This con- 
dition ceased on the completion of the organization of the REA in Malheur 
Sounty.” 

That is how Judge Stanton, of Malheur County, saw the story unfold. But 
what are conditions in Malheur County today, now that Idaho Power has killed 
the rural electric co-op and has full control? How are the farmers being treated 
now? 

Let Judge Stanton tell us, as he told the House committee. Hesaid: 

“After due time of operation of the REA, they were approached by the Idaho 
Power Co, with an offer to buy them out, and a deal was completed. Upon the 
completion of this said deal, the previous tactics were reverted to, namely, charge 
to customers for rights-of-way and extension of lines, specific incidents I can 
give with a cost as high as $1,000 per individual, who have stated to me they 
were advised by the private utility that this cost did not cover stocks, bonds, or 
any interest whatsoever, but merely a cost they had to pay if they desired the 
electricity. 

“T have one friend in our area who stated that I could use his name; that he 
had developed a well and it was necessary while the juice was served to his house, 
if he wished it for the well, it would be a cost of $5,000 for this utility before 
they would start the construction of the line to the well. I could name numerous 
other similar circumstances.” 

One of the saddest things about the economic murder of the Malheur Coopera- 
tive is what is happening to the farmers of the area now that the Idaho Power Co. 
has complete control. The Idaho Power Co. went right back to doing the things 
they were doing before the cooperative was formed. 

This ought to be a stern object lesson to the members of any rural electric 
cooperative anywhere. The farmers who own and direct their local private enter- 
prises in the form of rural electric systems had better take a good look at the 
farmers of Malheur County, Oreg., before they let a predatory utility try to 
undermine their enterprise with high-pressure propaganda. 

Someone fumbled the ball, someone made a very big mistake when Mr. Hallock 
was advised to question my statement about the history of Malheur and the 
Idaho Power Co. 
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We are indebted to them for making this mistake. They would never have 
had any idea that more than 3% million rural families in the United States have 
made “Malheur” a battle cry. Big city public-relations counselors usually hold 
farmers in contempt, but this time those public-relation counselors led with their 
chin. They had no idea that 1,000 rural electric cooperatives, all of them private 
enterprises owned by farmers, know well the bitter lessons their neighbors at 
Malheur learned at the hands of the Idaho Power Co. _— 

I am most grateful that someone’s professional ineptness gives me this oppor 
tunity to bring the story of the Malheur Cooperative to an even wider audience. 

I feel certain that the House and the Senate committees dealing with the Hells 
Canyon power project will welcome all the facts, not quarter-facts or half-facts. 
I believe they will give a great deal of consideration to the story of the Malheur 
Cooperative, and they will know how to evaluate the opposition of the Idaho 
Power Co. 

It would be only simple justice if the ghost of murdered Malheur Cooperative 
would arise and by having its story made known to all would make the Hells 
Canyon power project a reality. Millions of farmers would like to see this type 
of justice done, not only in behalf of the farmers of the State of Oregon, but also 
in behalf of all the farmers of the great Pacific Northwest as a whole. 


(Commi1TtEE Nore.—Additional communications and statements 
will appear in a separate volume as an appendix. 

Senator NEupercer. We stand in recess. 

(Thereupon, at 5:15 p. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene subject to the call of the Chair.) 

















